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Executive Summq 

Purpose The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EP.~) Superfund program faces 
the task of cleaning up perhaps thousands of hazardous waste sites. To 
do so, EP.~ will need the services of various skilled personnel. Concerned 
that EPA faces a shortage of skilled staff, the Congress directed GAO to 
study the types and extent of skilled personnel shortages in EPA'S 
Superfund program, employee turnover, pay differentials with the pri- 
vate sector, and training. 

to rernol’e hazardous substances, clean up contaminated land or ground- 
water, or initiate legal action to secure cleanup or cost recovery from 
responsible parties. The 1986 amendments provided an additional $8.5 
billion. 

kesults in Brief 

In fiscal year 1986, EP.~ used over 3,800 people, working the full-time 
equivalent of 1,640 employees, on Superfund. Over one-half of t,hem 
were engineers, scientists, lawyers, and other technical specialists. In 
conducting its study, GAO surveyed about 700 current and former 
employees in these occupations and interviewed Superfund managers. 
(See ch. 1.) 

According to GAO'S survey, Superfund employees believed that the pro- 
gram was understaffed by as much as 600 full-time employees in early 
1987. These employees and the program managers GAO interviewed cited 
chemists, hydrologists, attorneys, and toxicologists as the skills most in 
demand. Staffing increases for fiscal year 1987, if fully used, should be 
sufficient to alleviate these perceived shortages. Nevertheless, EPA will 
need to use more objective techniques and producdivity measures to bet- 
ter support and analyze Superfund’s future staffing and skill b 
requirements. 

Superfund employee turnover, which had been be!ow the turnover rate 
for all federal employees in fiscal years 1984 and $985, more than 
doubled to surpass federal rates in fiscal year 1986. While advancement 
opportunity was the most significant reason employees left, EPA is tak- 
ing action to enhance promotion opportunities. 

Superfund employees, like federal employees in general? receive less pay 
than do their pri\Tate-sector counterparts. according to the government’s 
pay survey. While EPA4 is considering various ways to irnprove 
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Superfund employee compensation, GAO has consistently opposed sepa- 
rate pay systems for special groups of federal employees because theJ 
create pay inequities within the government. 

GAO and EPA surveys both showed that Superfund employees believed 
that they need more training. EP.~ has de\,eloped plans and drafted poli- 
cies that should, if fully implemented, provide employees with the 
needed training. 

Principal Findings 

Staffiqlg and Skill 
Shortgges 

GAO’S survey showed that about 80 percent of Superfund employees 
worked in units they believed were understaffed in early 1987. Employ- 
ees perceived that the program was understaffed by 36 percent. or from 
375 to 600 positions. hlany employees also reported that they had prob- 
lems obtaining the services of chemists, hydrologists, and toxicologists, 
which delayed or hindered the quality of Superfund acti\,ities. For 
example, at 1~~4’s San Francisco region, one official stated that shortages 
resulted in slippage in site activities and less time for reviewing project 
proposals. 

While concurring that shortages 110 doubt existed in early 1987. tcp.4 pro- 
gram officials noted that staffing has since been increased considerably. 
Compared with fiscal year 1986, the Congress authorized EPA to use an 
additional 773 full-time positions in Superfund for fiscal year 1987. If 
fully used, these positions should have been sufficient to alleviate per- 
ceived shortages. Howe\,er. because of the short time EPA had available 
to fill these additional positions, w.4 espects that about 240 of them will 
go unused during fiscal year 1987. 

EPA’s Superfund work force planning should use the most objective 
rncans practical to determine staffing needs. EPA, however. relies on 
managers’ judgments of the time required to carry out various activities 
to estimate Supcrfund’s staffing needs. Also, historical data on the time 
employees spent on various Superfund activities are not routinely col- 
lected to help support these estimates. 

While EPA has the data to evaluate productivity, it lacks productivity 
measures to gauge how efficiently it is using its Superfund staff. The 
regional differences that GAO obser\,ed in the work force size and skill 
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mixes, and method of operation used to carry out Superfund activities. 
make it important that WA have a means of comparing performance. 
(See ch. 2.) 

Employee Turnover The rate at which ERA employees left Superfund was below the rate for 
all federal employees in fiscal years 1984 and 1985. However, the 
Superfund rat,e more than doubled between fiscal years 1985 and 1986, 
from 2.9 percent to 7 9 .& percent, to surpass the federal rate. 

Several critical Superfund occupations had quit rates two to six times 
higher than the a\‘erage for similar federal jobs. For example, the 
Superfund hydrologist quit rate of 14 percent was over six times higher 
than that for all federal hydrologists. Most EPA managers GAO inter- 
viewed expected the private sector to lure even more employees away 
from Superfund. GAO’s survey showed that over one-third of Superfund 

I employees planned to look for other jobs in 1987. 

Sixty-seven percent, of the former employees G.L\O surveyed rated more 
advancement opportunities as a major reason they left Superfund for 
other jobs. Dissatisfaction with regional management, salaries, and use 
of employees’ technical skills and disillusionment with clean-up progress 
were other reasons employees left. 

In October 1986 EPA revised its policy to make some Superfund employ- 
ees, such as project managers, eligible for higher salary grades. EPA has 
also designed separate career paths to enable chemists and general 

I physical scientists to obtain higher grades without having to move into 
management positions. (See ch. 3.) 

I I 
I 

gay Differentials and According to the government’s pay survey, federal civilian pay in gen- 
mployee Retention era1 needed to be increased by about 24 percent as of March 1986 to 

achieve pay comparability with the private sector. Federal pay was 
increased 3 percent in ,January 1987. Using private-sector pay data frorn 
this survey, GAO found that the pay for federal attorneys, chemists, and 
engineers- three key Superfund occupations-trailed private-sector 
pay by $7,800 to $41,300, or 26 to 68 percent. The former Super-fund 
employees GAO sun:eyed who took private-sector jobs reported receiving 
pay increases that averaged $7,200. 

The Office of Personnel Management can approve agency requests for 
special pay rates when it finds that private-sector pay substantially 
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cxcecds federal pay and significantly handicaps employee recruitment 
or retention. All federal engineers, including those in Superfund, receive 
special rates. 

WA is IIOW considering recommendations from an internal study to 
improve Superfund compensation through bonuses and added fringe 
bencfit.s. As a general rule, c-40 has opposed separate pay systems for 
specific employee groups. suggesting instead that changes be directed at 
resolving perceived inequities in the federal pay system. GAO’S approach 
minimizes pay inequities within the government and precludes provid- 
ing one agency with a competitive advantage over others in recruiting 
t,he same employees. (See ch. 4.) 

Superfund Training According to GAO’S survey, about 60 percent of current Superfund 
employees belie\re that they need more training to carry out Superfund 
activities. NearI>, a quarter believed that they needed more training in 
each of the following areas: clean-up design and action, cost. recovery. 
and legal case development. An EPA survey completed in January 1987 
found a similar need for training. EPA has developed a 2-year plan and 
drafted policies that should, if fully implemented, proLride employees 
with needed training. (See ch. 5.) 

Recdmmendations GAO recornmcnds that WA (1) examine the costs and benefits of using 
more objectiire techniques to determine Superfund staffing require- 
ments. (2.) llse productivity measures to gauge the appropriateness of 
Supcrfund’s work force size and skill mix. and (3) implement its plans 
and proposed policies for improving Superfund training. (See chs. 2 and 

Agency Comments Kcgarding planned improvements in Superfund training, EPA stated that 
they were scheduled for full implementation in fiscal year 1988. WA, 
however, disagreed with GAO’S other two recommendations on the 
grounds that forecasting techniques must be project-specific and that 
productivity measures were impractical, considering the uniqueness of 
each Superfund clean-up site. (See app. IL’.) GM) continues to believe 
that IX-\ can improve its techniques for determining staffing levels and 
that the uniqueness of clean-up sites presents a challenge but not a bar- 
ricr to using productivity measures. (See chs. 2 and 5.) 

Pagr 5 GAO.‘RCED-88-I Superfund Work Force Issue-s 



Contents 

Executive Summary 2 

Chapter 1 10 
The Superfund Program Administration and Staffing 11 

Program Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 14 

I 

Chapter 2 19 
Better Work Force Perceptions of Staffing and Skill Shortages in the 20 

Planning Is Needed to Superfund Program 
Kecent Increases in Superfund Staffing Should Help 24 

Support Superfund’s Relielrc Perceived Shortages 

Staffing and Skill Adequacy of EPA’s Superfund U’ork Force Planning 26 

ti d 
Process ee s Conclusions 34 

Recommendations 35 
Agency C0mment.s and Our Evaluation 35 

8 

hapter 3 
uperfund Employee Employee Turno\rer: What Is It and How Is It Measured’? 

Turnover Is Increasing Superfund Employee Turnover Rate Comparisons With 
Total Federal Work Force 

Program Managers’ IYews on Turnover and Its Effect on 
the Superfund Program 

Superfund Employee Turnover Is Expected to Increase 
Reasons Employees Leave Superfund 
EPA’s Actions for Dealing With Superfund Employee 

Turnover 
Conclusions 

37 
38 
39 

45 

48 
49 
53 

57 
Redera and Private Federal Pay, Including That of Super-fund Employees, 58 

ay Comparisons and Lags Behind Privat.e-Sector Pa!, 
Pay Increases Received by Former Superfund Employees 62 

of DOD/OPM Special DOD;OPM Programs Ha\:e Helped to Address Pay 63 

ay and Retention 
rograrns 

and Retention Problems 
Conclusions 69 

Page B GAO/‘RCED48-I Superfund Work Force Issues 



Supetfund Employees IIow Superfund E:mployees Are Trained 

Need (More Training Additional Training Needs of Superfund Employ’ees 
Employees and Program Managers Ha\re Mixed \‘iews on 

Superfund Training 
EP.4 Efforts to Improve Superfund Training 
Conclusions 
Recommendation 
Agency Comments and Our Evaluation 

71 
il 
i2 
ii 

Appendixes Appendix I: Survey of EPA Superfund Staffing and 
Compensat.ion-Current Employees 

84 

Appendix 11: Survey of Former Superfund Employees 
Appendix III: Turnover in St,ate Superfund Programs 
Appendix I\‘: Comments From the Environmental 

Protection Agency 

96 
103 
105 

Appendix \‘: Major Contributors to This Report 111 

Tablk Table 1.1: Occupational Distribution of Superfund 
Employees and FTEs! Fiscal Sear 1986 

Table 2.1: Superfund Staffing Requiremems. Fiscal Years 
1986-88 

Table 2.2: Hypothetical Productivity Measure for 
Regional Hazardous Spills and Response Activities 

Table 2.3: Distribution of Skill Mixes in Selected Regions 
Table 2.4: Critical Occupations for the Superfund 

Program 
Table 3.1: Superfund Employee Separations 
Table 3.2: Age Distribution of Superfund and Federal 

Employees 
Table 3.3: Comparison of Fiscal Year 1986 Turnover Rate 

Percentages Aft,er Adjusting Superfund Rates for 
Differences in Age Distribution 

Table 3.4: Quit Rate Comparisons for Critical Superfund 
Occupations 

Table 3.5: EPA Regions With Highest Quit Rates 
Table 3.6: Reasons 117 Former Superfund Employees Left. 

to Take Other Jobs 
Table 4.1: Federal Compensation Relative to the Private 

Sector, March 1984 

14 

27 

30 

3 1 
33 

38 
41 b 

42 

43 

44 
51 

61 

Page 7 GAO:‘RCED-I&-L Superfund Work Force Issues 



Table 5.1: Required Courses for Remedial Project 
Managers and On-Scene Coordinators 

Table 5.2: Percentage of Current Employees Needing 
Training, by Number of Superfund Tasks 

Table 5.3: Current Employees’ Training Needs b3 
Superfund Tasks 

Table 5.4: Knowledge. Skills, and Abilities That Will 
Require Improvement for Critical Superfund Tasks 

Table 5.5: Superfund Employee Needs for Available 
Training Areas 

Table 5.6: Current Employee Satisfaction With Superfund 
Training 

Table III. 1: Quit Rates for Hazardous Waste/Superfund 
Activities for Selected States 

Figures Figure 1.1: Growth in FTEs in the Superfund Program 
Figure 2.1: Employee Experience in Obtaining Technical 

Services 
Figure 3.1: Quit Rate Comparison for Superfund and 

Federal Employees, Fiscal Years 1984-86 
Figure 3.2: Quit/Transfer Rate Comparison for Superfund 

and Federal Employees, Fiscal Tears 1984-86 
Figure 3.3: Quit Rate Comparisons for Headquarters and 

Regional Employees Working Over 40 Percent of 
Their Time on Superfund 

Figure 3.4: Source of Employment for 1 li Former 
Superfund Employees Who Left for Other Jobs 

Figure 3.5: Current Employee Satisfaction IYith L’arious 
Job Factors 

Figure 4.1: Dollar Comparability Gap in Annual Pay fol 
Selected Federal Employees. March 1986 

Figure 4.2: Percentage Comparability Gap for Selected 
Federal Employees, March 1986 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

103 

13 
22 

40 

41 

44 

52 

54 

60 b 

61 

Page R GAO. RCED-88-l Superfund Work Force Issues 



Abbreviations 

CR0 

DOD 

EPA 

FJTs 

GAO 
KSAR 
OECkl 
O.JT 
OMH 
OPM 
OPPE 
OSWER 
RCED 
SAM 

Page 9 

Congressional Budget Office 
Department of Defense 
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Ctlmt.er 1 

The Superfund Program 

Thousands of waste disposal sites have been contaminated with hazard- 
ous substances t,hat threaten t,he health and welfare of the nation and its 
environment. In enacting the Superfm~d program in 1980, the Congress 
gave the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) a broad mandate to 
clean up hazardous sites and to respond to emergency releases of haz- 
ardous subst,ances. But in recent years, t,he public, t,he Congress, we, and 
others have expressed concern over EPA'S progress in cleaning up sites. 
While the Congress has taken actions t.o expand EPA'S clean-up aut.hority 
and its resources, this has raised new concerns over whether EPA has 
enough staff with the skills needed to carry out an expanded program. 
This report discusses EPA'S staffing and skill needs for the Superfund 
program, including employee turnover and training needs. 

EP.4.S Superfund program was authorized by the Comprehensive Envi- 
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980. This act 
provided EPA with a $1 .G billion fund, which was to be accumulated 
from taxes on petroleum and certain chemicals and from federal appro- 
priations, to carry out clean-up activities. While the program’? init.ial 
funding authority expired at the end of fiscal year 1985, the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), which became 
effective October 17, 1986, extended the program another 5 years. 
through October 1991, and prolyided EPA \vith an additional $8.5 billion 
in funds to carry out the Superfund program. 

s.4~ charges Ef’A with sweeping new responsibilities. some of which are 
identified below. It requires EPA4 to move toward alternative technologies 
and permanent solutions to site contamination and sets mandatory 
schedules. The involvement of state and local governments in site 
cleanup is increased, as well as public participation in the remedial pro- 
cess. It broadens EPA'S authority for cleaning up hazardous substances, 
est.ablishes enforcement procedures for negotiating settlements wit,h b 
responsible parties, and pro\rides for a larger EPA role in clean-up actions 
at federal facilities. In addition, EPA4 must provide additional resources to 
support contracting, information, and personnel needs. 

With the monies made available by the Superfund program, EPA can act 
to remove hazardous substances. These removal actions are generally 
short-term, immediat.e responses taken to address the uncontrolled 
release of hazardous substances into the air, land, or water. Beyond the 
immediate removal of hazardous substances, EP&~ also can initiate long- 
t,erm and more permanent remedies (remedial actions) to clean up any 
contaminated land or groundwater. 
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The Superfund Program 

Instead of using Superfund monies to clean up sites, EPA can also use its 
enforcement authorities to (1) issue an administ,rative order or pursue 
judicial action to require responsible parties to clean up priority sites or 
(2) negotiate a settlement under which responsible parties agree, possi- 
bly wit.h court. approval! to undertake all or part of the site clean-up 
activities. with Superfund monies covering the remaining clean-up costs. 
Where EPA deems it appropriate to use Superfund monies to clean up 
sites, EP.~ can also use its enforcement authority to seek judicial relief to 
recover from responsible parties any Superfund monies used to clean up 
sites. 

EPA’S implementing policies and procedures are contained in the National 
Contingency Plan. The plan, which is subject to re\Gsion on the basis of 
sAfw, delineates (1) federal and state response authority for abandoned 
or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites and (2 ) methods and criteria for 
when, and to what extent, a removal or remedial response should be 
undertaken. In addition, the plan limits long-term, permanent clean-up 
actions to sites included on the National PrioriGes List. This list 
designates the nation’s worst known sit,es contaminated with hazardous 
substances. The list has grown from 115 sites in 1981 to 951 sites’ as of 
.January 1987. 

Administration and 
Staffing 

The Superfund program is primarily administered by EPA’S Office of 
Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWEH), Office of Enforcement 
and Compliance Monitoring (OKM). and EPA’S 10 regional offices. OSWEH 
is responsible for providing agencywide policy. guidance, and direction 
for WA’S solid waste and emergency response programs. Within OSWEK 
the Office of Emergency and Remedial Response is respwnsible for man- 
aging Superfund’s removal and remedial activities; the Office of Waste 
Programs Enforcement is responsible for compliance and enforcement 
under Superfund, which is carried out in conjunction with OECM’S legal 
enforcement act,ivities. 

~SWEH’S specific responsibilities include developing program policies and 
guidance for emergency responses and for removal, remedial, and 
enforcement actions; developing hazardous waste standards and regula- 
tions; managing removal and remedial contracts;” managing and main- 
taining the National Priorities List; ensuring compliance with applicable 
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-- 

laws and regulations; developing budget submissions, annual work 
plans, and work load models; and developing and providing training in 
support of removal, remedial, and enforcement activities. 

OECM provides direction and review of civil and criminal enforcement 
activities under Superfund and refers cases to the Department of Jus- 
tice. It provides direction and guidance to OWER and the regions on case 
development, administrative actions, and compliance. To support its 
act,ivities, the office develops budget submissions, conducts management 
and work load analyses, and develops and implements training pro- 
grams for regional attorneys and support personnel. 

Besides OSWER and OECM, the Office of Administration and Resources 
Management is responsible for providing administrative and financial 
management. support and the Office of Research and Development con- 
ducts and applies research to the cleanup of Superfund sites. 

At t.he local level, primary responsibility for carrying out Superfund’s 
removal, remedial, and enforcement actions rests wit,h EPA’S 10 regional 
offices. In carrying out these actions, the regional offices 

review and investigate reports of hazardous substance releases, provide 
on-scene monitoring of the cleanup of major releases, and-when neces- 
sary-arrange for and supervise the removal of such substances; 
arrange for preliminary assessments and site inspection of hazardous 
waste sites and propose new sites for the National Priorities List; 
initiate and oversee remedial investigations/feasibiltty studies, remedial 
designs, and remedial actions; 
identify responsible parties and secure their action in site cleanups 
through negotiation, administrative orders, and consent decrees 
obtained from the courts; 
oversee responsible party actions to ensure compliance with administra- 
tive and judicial orders; 
provide technical documentation and support for cost recovery and, for 
smaller cases, secure cost, recovery through administrative procedures; 
and 
provide community assistance grants to community organizat,ions fo1 
reviewing potential site remedies. 

Staffing levels for t,he Superfund program, generally referred to in terms 
of full-time equivalents (~-ES), have grown considerably since program 
inception. (An FTE is a personnel posit.ion representing the equivalent of 
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one full-time person for 1 year.) Figure 1.1 shows the growth in FTES 

from 1981 through 1988. 

FLgurs 1 At: Growth in FTEs In thb 
Superfuqd Program 
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Note1 : For fiscal year 1986, the Congress authorized 1,816 FTEs but EPA used only 1,643. 

Note 2. For fiscal year 1987, EPA set aside 68 of the 2,416 FTEs authorized for Superfund to 
implement Title Ill of SARA, which is a free-standing title (not a part of Superfund) known as the 
Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act of 1988. 

Note 3: Fiscal year 1988 data reflect the Superfund FTEs requested in EPA’s budget. 

About, 63 percent (1,483) of the 2,348 planned Superfund FTEs for fiscal 
year 1987 were programmed for OSWER, which distributes it,s FI’ES 
between headquarters and regional offices, as do the other programming 
units. 1x4’s regional offices will use about. 1.550 (66 percent) of the 
2,348 F’r& on the basis of the FTES allocated to them by OSWER and other 
Superfund program units. 

In fiscal year 1986, more than 3,800 EPA employees from over 120 occu- 
pations worked on t,he Superfund program. Time charged by employees 
to the program equaled about 1,640 FTE~. Table l-1 shows the number of 
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EPA employees and FTES who were employed by the Superfund program 
for fiscal year 1986 for various occupational areas. 

Table 1 .l: Occupational Distribution of 
Sqperfund Employees and FTEs, Fiscal 
Yebr 1986 Occupational area 

Technical 

Number of Percenta 8 
Employees FTEs of total FT 8 m-e- 

Phvsical sciences 740 384 23 

Enweerina and architecture 574 335 21 

Enwronmental protectlon 318 107 11 

General attorney and paralegal 310 128 8 -__------.~ 
Contract and orocurement 04 36 2 

Biological sciences 80 25 2 

Public affairs 50 21 1 

Total 2.156 1.116 66 

Other 
Secretary and clerk typist 

Accounting and budgeting 

Mtscellaneous 

Total 

492 193 12 

357 07 5 

830 247 15 

3,635 1,643 100 

Besides its own staff, EPA works with states and other federal agencies 
to clean up hazardous waste sites. The 1980 act requires that states par- 
ticipate in any remedial clean-up actions within their boundaries, either 
cooperating with EPA on federal-led projects or taking the lead on the 
projects themselves, and sharing in the clean-up costs. EP.~ also works 
with other federal agencies to clean up contaminated sites at govern- 
ment-owned facilities. However, EPA may not use Superfund monies for 
long-term or permanent corrective actions at federal facilities, which 
must instead be funded by agency appropriations. 

For the most part, however, EPA uses private contractors to carry out 
site clean-up activities, perform site assessments and inspections, and 
provide technical and enforcement support, investigation work, and on- 
scene monitoring of response activities. 

Objectives, Scope, and s.4.41w requires us to perform six reviews of various aspects of the 

Methodology 
Superfund program and related issues. This report was mandated by 
section 118c.d) of the act. This section requires us to study the problem 
of shortages of skilled personnel in EPA to carry out response actions 
under Superfund. Specifically, we were required to study 
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l the types of skilled personnel needed for response actions for which 
there are shortages in EPA, and the extent of such shortages: 

. the pay differential between the public and pri\:ate sectors for the 
skilled positions involved in response actions; 

l the extent to which skilled personnel of federal and state governments 
involved in response actions are leaving their positions for employment 
in the private sector; 

l the success of Department. of Defense (DCKI) and Office of Personnel 
Management (OPM) programs in retaining skilled personnel; and 

. the types of training required to improve skills of employees carrying 
out response actions. 

&affing and Skill 
Shortages 

We conducted a mail survey to obtain the perceptions of current 
Superfund employees on staffing, skill needs, and work load. We used 
computer data we requested from EPA’S Superfund financial manage- 
ment system and its personnel data system to identify current employ- 
ees in the technical occupations shown in table 1.1 who worked 
regularly (an average of 20 percent of their time or more) in the 
Superfund program as of September 30, 1986. Of the 1,374 current tech- 
nical employees identified in this way, we took a EiO-percent statistical 
sample and sent. questionnaires to 687 employees at all levels-manage- 
ment and staff. 

Of the 687 employees sent a questionnaire, we recei\:ed replies from 
577. but only considered 626 of these responses (a 77-percent response 
rate) valid, for a variety of reasons. For example. some respondents had 
since left the Superfund program. The questionnaire we used and a sum- 
mary of employee responses are contained in appendix I. 

Sampling errors for our current employee questionnaire were computed 
at the 96-percent confidence level. For categorical-level questions asked 
of the entire sample,,’ sampling errors are no more than 3 percent. For 
categorical questions answered by at least 176 respondents, sampling 
errors are no more than 5 percent. Where fewer than 175 respondents 
answered a question, such as t,he questions we included on employee 
training needs, sampling errors ranged between 6 percent and 7.5 
percent. 

“(l:iltrKorical-le~,el questiom are those for which the respondent selects a category from a list offered 
and checks the box for that response. 
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In addition to sending the questionnaires, we interviewed 55 program 
managers at EPA headquarters and at 6 of EPA’S 10 regional offices to 
obtain their views on staffing and skill shortages. We also reviewed 
EPA’S budget and work force planning and management systems and 
interviewed EPA program and budget officials concerning the operation 
of these systems in determining staffing and skill needs for Superfund. 
Our work in this area was generally limited to OSH’ER because that office 
has primary responsibility for the technical implementation of the 
Superfund program and accounts for about 60 percent of the staff 
resources programmed for Superfund. u’e also monitored and reviewed 
the results of EPA’S Superfund work force planning project, which was 
completed in January 1987. 

Ijay Differential Between 
I’{lblic and Private Sector 

We reviewed and analyzed the 1986 Annual Report of the President’s 
Pay Agent. on “Comparability of the Federal Statutory Pay Systems 
With Priorate Enterprise Pay Rates” and the Department of Labor, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics’ March 1986 “Nat,ional Survey of Profes- 
sional, Administrative, Technical, and Clerical Pay,” on which the pay 
agent’s study is based. In addition, we reviewed prior reports and testi- 
mony, including our own, on federal pay issues. 

\Ve also surveyed, by mail questionnaire, former Superfund employees 
to det,ermine the increases in pay, if any, they received upon leaving the 
Superfund program. IJsing the computer data we requested from EPA, we 
identified 376 former employees who had resigned or transferred t,o 
another government agency from the Superfund program during fiscal 
years 1986 and 1986. From this group, we identified 156 former employ- 
ees who were in the same technical occupations as the current employ- 
ees we surveyed (see table 1.1) and who had worked 20 percent or more b 
of their time on Superfund. In addition, we sent questionnaires to 63 
current EPA employees who had worked on Superfund during fiscal year 
1985 but. not during fiscal year 1986. We also sent our former-employee 
questionnaire to 30 people from our list of current employees who indi- 
cated that they no longer worked in the Superfund program.’ 

In all, we sent questionnaires to 249 former employees and received 
\xlid responses from 164 of them- about a 66-percent response rate. Of 

“There may bc, close to 30 other employees on our cwrenr-employec liar \vho were not selected in ow 
Wperrcnr Hwmple, who me also former Superfund employees but who were not included in this 
St. llcly 
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the 164 responses, howc\*er. only 117 indicated that they left specifi- 
cally to take anotherjob, the remainder having left for other reasons. 
such as to return to school; the data presented in this report is therefore 
generally limited to these 1 17 respondents. The questionnaire we used 
and a summary of responses for these 117 former Superfund employees 
arc\ contained in appendix 11. 

hnplr~yee Turnover SYch used the computer data we obtained from EPA to compute t.urno\:el 
rates for Superfund employees who quit or transferred to other govern- 
ment agencies. For comparat,i\:e purposes, we also obtained turnover 
data on federal employees from OPM. We used our former-employee 
questionnaire to ascertain employee reasons for leaving the Superfund 
program and to determine the extent to which these former employees 
would ha\Jc stayed in the program if these fact,ors had changed to their 
satisfaction. 

We interviewed FiFi program managers at EP.A headquarters and the 6 
regions to determine the extent that they perceived employee turnover 
to be a problem, the effects of this turnover on the program. and the 
likelihood of future employee turno\‘er. To obtain additional data on the 
likelihood of future employee turnover, we used our current.-employee 
questionnaire to ascertain the extent to which current employees were 
satisfied with \,arious job-related factors, whether they had looked for 
or planned to look for jobs outside the Superfund program, and their 
reasons for looking elsewhere. 

In addition, we obtained data from 12 states on employee turno\‘er in 
state Superfund programs. We also interviewed officials from these 
states to determine the extent to which employee turnover had been a 
problem in the administration of state Superfund programs. The results 
of this are included in appendix III. 

---i---------- DOQ and OPM Employee 
Iiete~ntion Programs 

I 

To obtain data on the success of these programs, we re\Jiewed our prior 
reports on OPII’S special pay rates and oor)‘s reenlist,ment bonuses. In 
addition, we reviewed OPM reports on a Department of the Navy person- 
nel management demonstration project at research laboratories in China 
Lake and San Diego, California. 

-- 1 
Trai;ning Needs - We used our questionnaire to current Superfund employees to identify 

their self-assessed training needs for carrying out response actions and 
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to assess their satisfact.ion with the training received. In addition, we 
reviewed EPA records and documents and interviewed program and 
training officials at headquarters and in selected regions regarding 
Superfund training needs and activities and ongoing and proposed 
changes to OSU’ER’S training program. 

Shape and Standards of 
Our Review 

We limited our study to employees in the technical occupations identi- 
fied in table 1.1 because they would be most directly involved in carry- 
ing out response actions under Superfund. Moreover, we relied to a large 
ext,ent on employee perceptions of staffing, skill, and training needs 
because of the limited titne in which we had to perform our study. Our 
test of the accuracy of the computer dat,a provided by EPA was limited to 
eliminating duplicative records and correcting t,he data for obvious 
inconsistencies. 

Our revielv was conducted at EPA headquarters in Washington, D.C., and 
WA regional offices in Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, New York, Philadelphia, 
and San Francisco. We also reviewed the experiences of the states of 
California, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minne- 
sot,a, New .Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. These 
~r.4 regions and states account for over 60 percent of the hazardous 
waste sites on the National Priorities List, and were selected on this 
basis. 

Our relriew was conducted from September 1986 to March 1987. Our 
questionnaires were tnailed in January 1987; mly responses received by 
March 17, 1987, were considered in preparing this report. Our review 
included a limited check of EPA’S internal controls as they relate to staff- 
ing requirements and employee training. Our review was performed in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. b 
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The Superfund program was understaffed by 36 percent in early 1987, 
according to our survey of Superfund’s technical employees. This 
equates to a need for 376 to 600 additional employees (FTEY). Employees 
had the most need for the services of hydrologists, toxicologists, and 
chemists, and most employees had problems obtaining these services. 
Also at the six EPA regional offices in our review, program managers 
generally reported staffing shortages and a need for more project mana- 
gers, on-scene coordinators, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, and toxicolo- 
gists. Employees and program managers reported that these staffing 
and skill shortages delayed and impaired the quality of Superfund 
activities. 

Compared with fiscal year 1986, EPA has an additional 773 FTES to use in 
the program for fiscal year 1987. If fully used, these additional FI-ES 
should be sufficient to alleviate the shortages reported by employees 
and program managers. However, EPA expects that it will not be able to 
use about 240 of the 773 additional FIB during fiscal year 1987 because 
of the short time it had available to fill all these positions. Notwith- 
standing this, EPA needs to improve work force planning to better sup- 
port that Superfund’s staffing requirements and work force skill mix are 
appropriate to carry out planned activities. 

Effective work force planning should provide for using the most objec- 
tive means practical for determining staffing and skill needs and for 
ensuring the efficient use of those resources. However, EPA current,ly 
relies on technical (judgmental) estimates of the staff time required to 
carry out various activities (tasks) in establishing its Superfund staffing 
requirements. 

While the use of technical (judgmental) estimates is an acceptable prac- 
tice when more objective techniques are not practical, the staff time 
employees actually require to perform a specific activity could vary 
from these estimates, thereby resulting in over- or underestimates in 
staffing needs. EPA would be in a better position to estimate its staffing 
requirements if it used historical data, such as employee time records, to 
help validate the reasonableness of it.s staffing estimates, Similarly, 
incorporating another unused technique-productivity measures- 
would help EPA gauge the appropriateness of Superfund’s work force 
size and skill mix. 

EPA also does not have specific criteria to translate Superfund’s staffing 
allocations into skill needs. These decisions are left up to the program 
divisions and EPA’S regional offices and, not surprisingly, differences 
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exist among EPA'S regions in the skill mixes used to carry out Superfund. 
EPA has recently completed a Superfund work force planning project 
that identifies current and future critical occupations and the knowl- 
edge, skills, and abilities needed to administer the program. This project 
also identified the skill occupations that need to be recruited for by each 
EPA regional office. The project’s results should help EPA staff Superfund 
with appropriately skilled people. 

Ferceptions of Staffing According to our questionnaire survey of current technical employees 

a&d Skill Shortages in 
who spent at least 20 percent of their time on the Superfund program 

the Superfund 
P rogram 

and our interviews of program managers, shortages exist in the numbers 
of staff and the staff skills EPA needs to implement the Superfund pro- 
gram. These shortages reportedly increase the work load of the existing 
staff and impair the timeliness and quality of Superfund activities. 

:’ ployee Perceptions of According to our survey, 82 percent of Superfund’s current technical 
S ortages employees believe that they work in units that “probably” or “defi- 

nitely” needed additional employees. In contrast, only 7 percent of 
Superfund’s current employees believe they work in units that probably 
or definitely do not need additional staff. The remaining 11 percent 
were uncertain or had no basis to judge their unit’s need for additional 
staff. 

Our survey also showed that Superfund’s current technical employees 
worked in units that had an average of 13.4 employees (FTEIS) but report- 
edly needed an average of 4.9 additional employees, or an increase of 
about 36 percent,’ during the January-March 1987 time period in which 
survey responses were obtained. Using these data, we projected that 375 
to 600 additional employees (FTES) were needed in the Superfund pro- 
gram in early 1987 to meet the additional staffing needs identified by 
Superfund’s current, technical employees.? The basis for our projection 
follows. 

‘This 36-percent average increase has a sampling error at the 96-percent confidence level of less than 
3 percent, which means that needed staffing increases could be as little as 33 percent or as much as 
39 percent. In computing the average, we assigned a value of zero to those respondents who reported 
“uncertain, probably no. or definitely no” to the question on whether additional employees are 
needed. 

‘At the Q&percent confidence level used for our projection, the lower projection of 376 could range 
between 348 and 402 and the upper projection of 600 could range between 658 and 642. 
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The projection of 376 reflects the fact that the technical/scientific 
employees from which we drew our sample represent a 1,374-employee 
universe that accounts for about 63 percent of the 1,643 FTES used in the 
Superfund program in fiscal year 1986 (1,643 x .63 x .36). However, 
respondents were not asked to limit the additional staffing needs of 
their units to just the technical/scient,ific staff. Therefore, the 36-per- 
cent increase could represent the unit’s need for all types of staff, which 
means that, overall, as many as 600 additional employees could have 
been needed (1,643 x .36) in the Superfund program. 

In addition to staffing shortages, our survey results showed that 60 per- 
cent of current employees judge their work load to be too heavy or 
somewhat heavy, in contrast to 8 percent who consider their work load 
somewhat or much too light. About 44 percent of current employees also 
believed that they did not have sufficient time t,o complete their work. 
However, a similar percentage believed that sufficient time was 
available. 

Our survey also showed that 64 percent of current employees had major 
or minor problems (36 percent reported major problems) obtaining the 
services of one or more technical experts. Figure 2.1 shows current 
employee needs for various technical experts, and the extent to which 
employees had a problem obtaining the services of such experts within 
Superfund, from other EPA programs, or from outside sources such as 
contractors. 

According to our survey results, about half of the current employees 
had to delay their work at least once for a week or more since January 
1, 1986, because needed specialists were not available. About one-quar- 
ter had delayed their work at least five times for a week or more. In 
addition, 39 percent of current employees had a problem since January 
1986 in assuring the quality of the Superfund tasks on which they 
worked because of the lack of skilled personnel. 

I 
Viewb of Superfund 
Progiam Managers 

I 

) 

Staffing shortages existed to some degree at each of the six regions in 
our review, according to program managers. Managers in Boston, Phila- 
delphia, New York, and San Francisco expressed the greatest need for 
more staff. Shortages in Philadelphia and New York were attributable, 
in part, to vacancies in authorized positions. At the Chicago Regional 
Office, program managers were split on whether more staff was needed; 
in Atlanta, only two of the six program managers interviewed indicated 
a need for more staff. 
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Figure 2.1: Employee Experience in 
OQtainlng Technical Service@ 
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Note: Responses do not total 100 percent because some employees indicated that they did not 
require that type of skilled service. 

The program managers we interviewed at EPA headquarters generally 
believed staffing would be sufficient provided staffing increases they 
were promised by management for fiscal year 1987 ‘materialized. 

Program managers having a need for more staff indicated that they 
needed more project managers to handle clean-up and enforcement 
activities at hazardous waste sites and more on-scene coordinators to 
handle emergency spills and to remove wastes from hazardous waste 
sites. In terms of the skills needed to either fill or support the activities 
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of these positions, program managers reported a need for more attor- 
neys, chemists, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, toxicologists, and admin- 
istrative/clerical support. To a lesser extent, program managers 
indicated they also needed environmental scientists and engineers, civil 
and chemical engineers, geologists, contract administrators, and civil 
investigators. 

In addition to these needs, program managers also reported they needed 
more supervisors. At the Chicago and San Francisco Regional Offices, 9 
of the 19 program managers felt that there were not enough supervisors 
to direct and oversee EPA staff. In each of these regions, supervisors 
were responsible for 8-10 staff. While there is no specific criterion for 
the optimal number of staff for which supervisors should be responsi- 
ble, supervisors at the Atlanta office were responsible for 7-8 staff; offi- 
cials there considered this number appropriate. 

Of the remaining three regions, only Philadelphia indicated a need for 
more supervisors. Program officials there saw the span of control in the 
removal and remedial areas as currently too broad for effective manage- 
ment. As an example, they cited the emergency response section chief, 
who has 21 people under his direct supervision. 

L 

Effe&s of Perceived 
Shoqages 

I 

According to program managers, staffing and skill shortages result in 
delays in carrying out response actions, limited oversight of contractors 
and state activities, and dependence on contractors for assistance. Some 
examples follow: 

l In San Francisco, project manager shortages caused site activity sched- 
ules to slip. These shortages forced existing staff to work overtime and b 
provided less time to review project proposals. As a result, some reviews 
are not extensive, while others are completed late. 

. In Chicago, attorney shortages created delays in completing legal work 
and resulted in less than the desired amount of time spent on enforce- 
ment case development. 

. In New York, project managers lacked an understanding of contractor 
work and site conditions because of a shortage of hydrogeologists and 
toxicologists. 

. In Philadelphia, record-keeping is poor and there is no assurance that 
contr(?ct terms are being met because of inadequate staff support in con- 
tract administration. 
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Recent Increases in 
Superfund Staffing 
Should Help Relieve 
Perceived Shortages 

EPA concurs that staffing shortages, such as those perceived by current 
employees and program managers, existed in early 1987. However, EPA 
believes that the additional 773 FTE~ it has available for fiscal year 1987 
will be sufficient to alleviate any shortages. 

On paper it would appear that this increase would be more than suffi- 
cient to alleviate the 376 to 600 additional employees that were needed 
on the basis of current employee perceptions of shortages. However, EPA 
was planning to use some of these additional ITEs t,o increase its volume 
of work products or to handle additional work requirements imposed by 
~AFLA. In addition, EPA expects that about 240 of these additional FIB will 
go unused during fiscal year 1987. 

OSWER officials, including the Deputy Assistant Administrator, were not 
surprised that employees and program managers perceived a Superfund 
staffing shortage in early 1987. During the period the program was 
awaiting reauthorization,” they explained that the volume of work con- 
tinued to grow without any commensurate increase in staffing. Under 
these circumstances, OSWER officials concurred that a staffing shortage 
no doubt existed in early 1987. 

In commenting on a draft of this report, t,he Acting Assistant Adminis- 
t,rator, Office of Policy, Planning and Evaluation (OPPE), stated that the 
Administrator, while awaiting reauthorization, had implemented a con- 
tingency plan on August 14, 1986, to conserve dwindling Superfund 
resources and retain and protect the program’s staff. (See app. IV.) As a 
part of this plan, a hiring freeze was put into effect for 8 months from 
August 1985 through April 1986. According to the Acting Assistant 
Administrat,or, EPA was moving away from the constraints of this plan at 
t,he time of our employee survey in early 1987 in order to regain pro- b 
gram momentum. He stated that at that time, the regions were indeed 
understaffed, having lapsed 173 FTE~ in fiscal year 1986, because of t.he 
overall uncertainty concerning reauthorization. 

While EPA recognizes that a staffing shortage no doubt exist,ed in early 
1987, OSU'ER officials pointed out that Superfund st.affing levels have 
since been increased considerably. EPA'S appropriation for fiscal year 
1987~which was enacted on Oct,ober 30, 1986, subsequent t.o SARA- 
provided 2,416 FTE~ for the Superfund program, 773 more than the 
1,643 FITS that were used in the Superfund program in fiscal year 1986. 

“Superfund’s taxing authority lapsed on September 30. 1985, and it was not reauthorized until Orttr 
bcr 17, 1986. 
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This included an additional authorization of 600 FTEs, compared with 
the 1,816 FNS that had been authorized for the program for fiscal year 
1986.4 However, due to the normal budgeting and position allocation 
processes, these new resources were unavailable to EPA and its regional 
offices until February 1987, which was subsequent to the results of 
most of our surveys and interviews on staffing shortages. 

Concerning the intended use of the additional 773 ITES provided for fis- 
cal year 1987 (see table 2. l), we found that EPA was planning to use 
some of them to increase its work products or to meet the additional 
work requirements imposed by SARA. For example, of the 119 additional 
FITS OSWER was planning to use in hazardous spills and response, 76 FTES 

were to be used by EPA’S regional offices. With these additional FI’ES, the 
regions were expected to use 

l 37 ITEs to increase remedial activities, including the volume of site 
inspections, remedial investigations and feasibility studies, remedial 
designs, and remedial actions; 

. 16 FTE~ to increase removal activities, especially the number of removal 
actions; 

. 14 FTES to increase staffing for response support; and 

. 6 FIG to implement the new assistance grants SARA authorized. 

Concerning its ability to use the additional YES authorized for fiscal 
year 1987, EPA was projecting as of March 31, 1987, that it might not be 
able to use possibly as many as 473 of these additional 773 during the 
fiscal year. According to OPPE’S Acting Assistant Administrator, these 
new resources were unavailable to EPA or its regions until February 
1987, or almost halfway through the fiscal year. In anticipation of the 
large work load and hiring increase facing EPA, he stated, EPA established 
a Superfund recruitment task force to develop a strategy for hiring per- 
sonnel to use these additional FES as well as those requested in its fiscal 
year 1988 budget. While this effort resulted in many new employees 
being hired, the full impact was not recognized in EPA’S March 3 1, 1987, 
projection. 

As of July 31, 1987, EPA was projecting that it would use 536 of the 
additional 773 FTES during fiscal year 1987, lapsing possibly as many as 
238 FTES. However, according to OPPE’S Acting Assistant Administrator, 

‘EPA had not requested an increase in FTE9 when it submitted its fiscal year 1987 budget to the 
Congress in early 1986 since funding authority for the program had already lapsed and the program 
had not yet been reauthorized. 
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EPA now expects to have 2,600 Superfund employees on board by the 
end of fiscal year 1987 as a result of EPA’S recruitment efforts. More- 
over, he stated that if the current pace of hiring continues, EPA will be 
very close to full utilization of its fiscal year 1988 request for FrEs. 

WA’S fiscal year 1988 Superfund budget request is for 2,716 m, or 300 
more than what the Congress authorized for the program for fiscal year 
1987. While EPA is optimistic it will be able to fully utilize these FI’Es, we 
believe EPA is in a somewhat tenuous posit.ion with its present Superfund 
work force planning process to support that staffing and skill needs for 
the program are appropriate to carry out planned activities. 

- 

Adequacy of EPA’s 
Sbperfund Work Force 
Flanning Process 

I . 
. 

. 

I . 

Work force planning provides a disciplined approach for determining 
the quantity and type of skills needed to accomplish an organization’s 
mission and for identifying the volume and type of personnel manage- 
ment actions needed to obtain, develop, and maintain a quality work 
force. Among ot.her things, it consists of identifying and clarifying 

tasks to be performed and work units to be produced, 
projections of organizational work load for the program or budget 
period, 
work and staffing standards to project aggregate work force require- 
ments, and 
work and productivity measures to gauge the appropriateness of work 
force size and mix. 

In the Superfund program, EPA relies largely on judgmental estimates 
obtained from its program managers to determine staffing requirements. 
Historical data-employee time records-are not collected in sufficient 
detail to help validate these estimates nor were productivity measures b 
being used to help ensure the efficient use of Superfund staff resources, 
including regional differences we observed in skill mixes and methods of 
operation. Furthermore, EPA has not provided its program offices and 
regions with specific criteria to translate Superfund’s staffing alloca- 
tions into staffing positions, such as the number of project managers or 
types of skills that are needed. 

U 
1 

e of Estimates to Superfund staffing requirements (FTEs) are determined annually by each 
D termine Staffing Needs participating programming organization as part of the annual budget 

process. Table 2.1 shows program organization staffing requirements 
I with respect to authorized and budgeted staff resources for fiscal years 
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1986 through 1988, together with the program area in which staffing 
increases are to be used. 

Table 2.lt Superfund Staffing 
RequIrementa, Flrcal Years 1 Q66-88 

Program area 
OSWER 

Fiscal year staffing requirements (FTEs) 
AMu.& Authorized Increase Budgeted Increase 

1987 for 1987 for1988 for1988 

Spill and Response 780 a99 119 1,042 143 
Technical Enforcement 404 583 179 653 70 

OECM 
Leaal Enforcement 160 234 74 280 46 
Technical Support 33 39 6 45 6 

Office of Administration and 
Resources Management 
Off ice of Research and 
Development 
OtheP 

150 364 214 304 20 

58 86 28 86 0 
58 143 85 143 b 

Superfund Total 1,643 2,348 705 2,633 285 
Title lllb 0 68 68 83 15 
Total 1,643 2.416 773 2,716 300 

%cludes the Offices of the Inspector General: General Counsel: Water; Atr and Radtatton. and Pokey. 
Plannrng, and Evaluatron. 

bAlthough authorized by SARA, the emergency planning and community right--to-know provIsIons con- 
tained in title Ill are not a part of the Superfund program However, unlrl separate resources can be 
appropriated, EPA plans lo use some of Its Superfund FTEs for Me Ill. 

Within OSWER, which accounts for about 60 percent of the staff 
resources programmed for Superfund, projections are first made of the 
various work outputs to be produced-such as the number of remov- 
als-on the basis of data contained in EPA information and tracking sys- 
tems. These work outputs are then multiplied by a staffing standard,6 
which reflects the amount of staff time needed to do a specific unit of 
work, to determine the total FTE requirements for that work. 

Although OSWER has staffing standards for major Superfund response 
activities, it uses technical (judgmental) estimates-essentially the opin- 
ions of its program managers- to establish and revise these standards. 
Judgmental estimates are also used to determine staffing needs with 
respect to Superfund work not currently covered by staffing standards. 
The use of technical estimates is an acceptable technique for determin- 
ing staffing standards if more objective techniques are impractical to 

6EPA refers to its staffing standards aa pricing factors. 

Page 27 GAO/RCELbS%l Superfund Work Force Issues 



Chapter 2 
Better Work Force Planning 1s Needed to 
Support Superfund’s Sm and SkllJ Needs 

use.6 The advantages of this technique are that it is relatively inexpen- 
sive in relationship to the time it takes and may be the only technique 
available for certain types of jobs, such as technical projects. However, 
the primary disadvantage of this technique is that the time required to 
do a job is a judgmental estimate only, and may vary widely from the 
actual time that workers require. 

EPA has now had several years’ experience in running Superfund, and it 
has historical data on the time employees spend in the program as a 
whole and in broad program areas such as hazardous spills and response 
activities. However, EPA does not collect data on the time employees 
spend on individual work activities for which staffing standards have 
been developed. For example, historical data are not available on the 
time employees actually spent on preliminary assessments, site inspec- 
tions, remedial investigation and feasibility studies, remedial designs, or 
remedial actions. However, if such data were available, EPA would be in 
a better position to use these data to help validate the reasonableness of 
the staffing standards it uses to determine staffing requirements for 
these and other activities. 

OI~WEIR recognizes the importance of having historical data available for 
use in validating its staffing standards. For example, OSWER contracted 
with Booz, Allen and Hamilton, Inc., Washington, DC., for a study, 
which was completed in April 1986, to reconstruct the staff time spent 
on selected enforcement activities, including Superfund. However, this 
study was able to provide estimates only of the staff time employees 
spent on these activities because (1) individuals knowledgeable about 
many of the cases studied had left the agency and (2) only a limited 
number of cases were available for study in the four regions selected. 
Nevertheless, OSWER used the results of this study to revise staffing b 
standards for Superfund enforcement activities. 

OSWER officials told us that EPA was developing a new integrated finan- 
cial management system and that program offices would be given an 
opportunity to comment on this system over the next 2 years. As a part 
of this, these officials indicated that it would be appropriate to consider 
improving EPA'S tracking of staff time to provide historical data for use 
in validating Superfund staffing standards. 

In addition, according to the chief of the Superfund budget branch, the 
program’s current resources are sufficiently large so that now would be 

‘Handbook for Government Work Force Requirements (GAO/FPCD-80-36, Jan. 28,198O). 
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an appropriate time to consider the cost and benefits of collecting more 
specific data on the actual use of employee time for use in estimating 
Superfund staffing requirements. 

Productivity Measures Not Productivity is the measure of the efficiency with which resources are 
Used used to produce government services or products at specific levels of 

quality and timeliness. As such, productivity measures provide manage- 
ment with a useful tool to evaluate program operations. In the area of 
work force planning, they provide a useful gauge to evaluate the appro- 
priateness of the work force size and skill mix in relationship to work 
load. 

EPA, however, does not use productivity measures to help ensure that its 
Superfund staff resources are used efficiently. Such measures would be 
useful considering that regional offices differ in their work force size, 
skill mix, and methods of operation in carrying out the program. Addi- 
tionally, EPA has the data necessary to measure and evaluate 
productivity. 

Reaso(~ for Not Using 
Produ tivity Measures 

According to OSWER'S Director of Resource Management, productivity 
measures were not being used because OSWER'S attention has been 
devoted primarily to getting the work done with costs being somewhat 
incidental. However, recent emphasis by the administration on produc- 
tivity improvements may spur EPA to make increasing use of productiv- 
ity measures in the Superfund program. 

In February 1986 the President, through Executive Order 12662, estab- 
lished a comprehensive program for improving productivity in execu- 
tive departments and agencies and set a goal of 20 percent productivity 
improvement in selected government functions by 1992. The Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) issued implementing instructions (Bulle- 
tin 86-8). 

As a part of this effort, EPA has a number of initiatives underway to 
improve productivity, but none involving the Superfund program. 
According to an EPA budget official, OMB expects agencies to have pro- 
ductivity initiatives underway by 1992 that cover 60 percent of an 
agency’s FTES. Because Superfund is a major EPA program, this official 
expected that it would have at least one productivity initiative under- 
way during fiscal year 1988. He further stated his view that the use of 
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productivity measures is an essential part of the administration’s pro- 
ductivity program. 

Data Exist With Which to 
Measure Productivity 

To measure productivity, both program accomplishments and the 
resources consumed must be identifiable. EPA has data on the various 
Super-fund products (work outputs) it produces-such as the number of 
preliminary assessments made or remedial designs completed-and the 
total staff resources that. were consumed in producing various products 
in broad program areas, such as hazardous spills and response activities. 
Furthermore, it has this information for each of its regions. With this 
information EPA could weigh its various work products, on the basis of 
such things as the degree of difficulty (labor intensity) or importance of 
the work. The weighted outputs from this could then be compared with 
the total staff resources used to derive a productivity measure for the 
program area or for each region. 

Table 2.2 shows a hypothetical example of a productivity measure for 
regional hazardous spills and response activities in the Superfund pro- 
gram. In this example, planned and actual work products were weighted 
on the basis of the labor intensity required to produce each product 
using EPA’S staffing standards. While this example reflects the totals for 
all regions, individual data are available with which to develop separate 
measures for each region. 

T+ble 2.2: Wypothstlcal Productivity 
Measure for Reglonal Hazardous Spills 
and Response Activities 

Weighted outputs for fiscal 
year 1966 

Actlvlty Planned Actual 
Preliminary assessments 16.0 17.0 ~- 
Site investigations 17.4 19.0 
Site listings 14.8 17.2 ’ 
Remedial and investigations feasibility studies 108.6 1467 
Remedial designs 50.7 24.1 
Remedial actions 54.9 27 1 
Removal activities 107.4 122.6 
Tots1 weighted outputs 377.6 373.7 

Divided by total staff resources 601.3 602.9 
Productivity Measures 62.8” 62.0p 

‘The productivity measure was multipiled by 100 to provide a whole number. 
Source EPA budget daIa. 
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The use of productivity data would allow EPA to determine the extent to 
which actual productivity met or exceeded planned productivity for the 
fiscal year. In our example, the regions’ actual productivity was almost 
99 percent (62/62.8) of what was planned. In addition, indexes such as 
this could be used as a benchmark to provide EPA with some measure of 
its progress in improving productivity over time. Furthermore, if EPA 
were to collect more specific data on the time employees spend on vari- 
ous activities, the productivity of each activity could then be assessed. 
But more importantly, if productivity measures were developed for each 
regional office, EPA would be able to better evaluate the various work 
force size and skill mixes and methods of operation that were used by its 
regions to carry out Superfund. 

Regional Differences 

/ 
I 

As shown in table 2.3, the Superfund work force size and occupational 
skill mix differs from region to region. Differences in skill mixes also 
exist among regions of comparable size. For example, EPA’S San Fran- 
cisco region relies equally on environmental protection specialists, envi- 
ronmental engineers, and general physical scientists to administer the 
Super-fund program. In contrast, the Kansas City region, which is com- 
parable in size to San Francisco, uses a greater proportion of environ- 
mental engineers. Differences such as these could, in our opinion, affect 
the effectiveness and efficiency of EPA’S regions in carrying out 
Superfund activities. 

Table 2 ‘3 Dlstrlbutlon of Skill Mixes In 
Select0 Regions 1 Percentage distribution of FTEs’ for selected regions _ 

I Qroup Ab 
Kansas San Group Bb Qroup Cb 

I Occupational sklll City Francisco Boston Dallas Philadelphia Atlanta 
Environmental Protection 
Specialists 63 27.6 8.1 17.3 9.0 27 b 
Environmental Engineers 35.2 24.6 30.3 25.5 158 32.0 
Attorneys 6.6 6.5 12.3 6.5 8.6 6.5 
General Physical Sciences 10.5 22.6 16 1 12.5 26.2 17.9 
Hydrologists .O .O .5 .o 2.3 .O 

- Chemists 10.8 2.2 4.5 4.9 2.7 6.7 
All Others 30.6 16.5 28.2 33.3 35.4 34 2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

8Based on employees who spent more than 40 percent of their time on Superfund 

‘Regions were grouped according to size. Group A regions had 66-68 FTEs, B regions had 82.87 FTEs. 
and C regions had 112.117 FTEs 
Source: EPA computer data 
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Besides differences in work force size and skill mix, other regional dif- 
ferences exist that could affect productivity in the Superfund program. 
For example, at EPA'S Boston Regional Office, the removal of hazardous 
waste from sites is handled by the Environmental Services Division, 
whereas this function is carried out by the Waste Management Division 
at most of the other regions we visited. The Boston region uses a single- 
project manager to handle both remedial and enforcement act.ions. In 
contrast, the Chicago region had dual project managers: one for remedial 
activities and one for enforcement. 

Differences such as these have been identified by EPA in its annual 
reviews of regional office activities. For example, OSWER'S August 1986 
report on the Boston region disclosed that the region had recently imple- 
mented a unique organizational structure for its Superfund, Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, and enforcement programs. According 
to OSWER’S report, a future evaluation will be required to assess this new 
organization’s effectiveness in implementing these programs. Having 
productivity measures could help EP.4 to perform such evaluations. 

Skill Criteria and EPA’s 
Sdperfund Work Force 
Pllanning Project I 

I I 

While differences exist among EP.4's regions in the skill mixes they use to 
carry out the Superfund program, EP.4 has not provided its regions with 
specific criteria to translate their FTE allocations into skill needs, either 
in terms of the number of positions, such as project managers, or occu- 
pational specialties that should be employed to carry out the program. 
EPA has recently completed a Superfund work force planning project 
that identifies current and future critical occupations and the knowl- 
edge, skills, and abilities that are or will be needed to administer the 
program, including those needed by each of its regional offices. The 
results of this project should prove useful to EPA in ensuring that 
Superfund is staffed with the appropriate skills. 

Once program staffing requirements are determined and EP.4'S budget 
request is approved by OMB, EPA allocates its staff resources to the 
regions using various work load models. These models allocate budgeted 
FrEs on the basis of the projected work load for each region and the 
staffing standards used during budget formulation. Generally the mod- 
els are used to allocate 90 percent of the YES programmed for the 
regions. After this preliminary allocation, negotiations are then held 
between headquarters and the regions to finalize work load (program 
outputs) and to distribute the remaining FTES on the basis of agreed- 
upon outputs and any special regional needs. 
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. 

According to OSWER officials, specific guidance has not been provided to 
the regions for translating their FTE allocations into staffing positions 
or occupational skills. These officials explained that the regional admin- 
istrators are in a better position than headquarters to decide what posi- 
tions and skills are needed relative to the conditions that exist in their 
regions. Moreover, these officials did not see headquarters’ role as one 
of over-managing its regions. 

While criteria are lacking, EPA contracted with McManis Associates, Inc., 
Bethesda, Md., in 1986 to develop a work force planning methodology in 
anticipation of SARA to identify the types of occupations and requisite 
skills needed to perform Superfund tasks. Specifically, the project was 
to help Superfund managers 

estimate the type (but not number) of staff and the knowledge, skills, 
and abilities (KSAS) needed to accomplish required Superfund work over 
the next 3-6 years; 
assess current work force characteristics related to work and staffing 
requirements; and 
identify recruitment, “reskilling,” and career-enhancement options to 
ensure a skilled work force capable of doing the work. 

Table 2.4 shows these critical occupations, as identified in the January 
1987 final report on the work force planning project, in rank order. The 
top 8 occupations are expected to remain the same over the next 3-5 
years, with two exceptions. The roles of toxicologists and administrative 
and clerical personnel will become more critical, whereas the role of 
chemical engineers and geologists are expected to become less critical. 

I 
Table 2.41: Crltlcal Occupatlons tar the 
Superfu d Program Current Next 3-5 years 

1, Environmental engineer 1. Environmental engineer 
2. Hydrologist 2. Hydrologist 
3 Attorney 3. Attorney - 
4. Physical/environmental screntist 4. Contract & procurement specralrst 
5. Environmental protection specialist 5. Physrcal/environmental scientist 
6. Geologist 6. Environmental protection specialist 
7 Contract & procurement specialist 7. Toxicologist 
8. Chemical engineer 8. Administrative/clerical 

Source: EPA’s January 1987 report on the Superfund work force plannmg project 
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The study concluded that the program’s current and strong orientation 
toward engineering and physical/environmental sciences was appropri- 
ate for the program’s future field operations. However, on the basis of 
anticipated t.rends and changes in the program, the following occupa- 
tional areas appear to be underrepresented among Superfund staff: 
hydrology, geology, and procurement and contracts. 

In addition to critical occupations, the study identified nine critical tasks 
and the K.SAB that were required to carry out these tasks. These critical 
tasks included cost recovery, remedial action, state program develop- 
ment, remedial design, procurement/contracts, responsible-party over- 
sight, training and technical support, cost control, and negotiations and 
settlements.: 

The study recommended that future recruitment be focused on key posi- 
tions and on candidates from specific occupational fields. Recommenda- 
tions were also made as to the specific occupations that should be 
recruited for in each region and at headquarters. Besides these recom- 
mendations, the report contained numerous other recommendations on 
recruitment and selection, training and development, and career 
enhancement. 

In response to the project report, OSWER has established an implementa- 
tion work group that will advise the Assistant Administrator for Solid 
Waste and Emergency Response on the best methods to incorporate pro- 
ject recommendations into existing management systems, including the 
identification of skill requirements in determining staffing requirements. 
According to EPA, the project.‘s recommendations are scheduled for full 
implementat,ion in fiscal year 1989. Officials in EPA's Office of Human 
Resources Management, which cosponsored the project, also told us that 
they have been asked by OSWER to work with them to train managers on h 

how to use the information in the project report. Copies of the report 
have also been distributed to regional officials. 

Cmclusions Current employees and program managers perceived that staffing and 
skill shortages existed in EPA'S Superfund program in early 1987. How- 
ever, EPA officials contended that the additional fTEs provided late for 
fiscal year 1987 would be sufficient to alleviate these perceived 

‘There are numerous KSAs that are required to complete these tasks; those IdSAs in which improve- 
ments were needed arc discussed in chapter 6. 
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shortages. While this should have been the case, EPA expects that a con- 
siderable portion of them will go unused during fiscal year 1987. 

Although EPA has requested additional staffing increases for Superfund 
for fiscal year 1988, it will need to improve its present work force plan- 
ning process if it is to better support that its Superfund staffing require- 
ments and skill mixes are appropriate to carry out planned activities. 
One area needing improvement involves using historical data, such as 
employee time records, to help validate its staffing standards. A second 
area involves using productivity measures to (1) help ensure that 
Superfund staff resources are used efficiently and (2) evaluate the 
appropriateness of differences among EPA'S regional offices in the work 
force skill mixes and methods of operations being used to carry out the 
Superfund program. 

1 

Ret ‘hmendations 0 
In order to develop a more informed basis for determining Superfund’s 
staffing requirements and work force skill mix, we recommend that the 
Administrator, EPA: 

l Examine the costs and benefits of using more objective techniques to 
determine staffing requirements (levels), including the collection of 
more specific historical time data from employees to help validate the 
reasonableness of its staffing estimates. 

l Use productivity measures to gauge the appropriateness of the work 
force size and skill mix, including regional variations. 

I 
I 

Comments and In commenting on our recommendation that EPA examine the costs and 
benefits of using more objective techniques to determine staffing 
requirements (see app. IV), EPA'S Acting Assistant Administrator, OPPE, b 

stated that EPA has already conducted a work force planning study by 
procuring the services of a highly reputable contractor. He stated that 
the contractor, in fulfilling the stated obligations, conducted the work 
using accepted techniques and processes to accomplish the study. He 
also stated that OSWER did not request that the contractor use additional 
forecasting techniques when conducting the study because such tech- 
niques must be project-specific and are difficult to develop when applied 
to a newly reauthorized program that has yet to be implemented. 

Our recommendation is not intended to be a criticism of the Superfund 
work force planning study or of the techniques used to conduct that 
study. In fact, we stated that the study should be useful in helping EPA 

Page 35 GAO/RCED&Ll Superfund Work Force Issues 



Chapter 2 
Better Work Force Plennlng Is Needed to 
Support Superfund’s Smfflng and Sldll Needs 

staff the program with needed skilled personnel. However, we also 
stated that the study was not intended to identify the number of skilled 
personnel needed, only the types. In this respect, the study “strongly 
recommended” that the process established by this study become inte- 
grated with budget and program planning. It is in t.his area of budgeting 
that we believe EPA needs to use more objective techniques, other than 
the judgmental estimates of its managers, to quantify program staffing 
requirements. 

One approach to accomplish this, which we believe EPA should consider, 
would be to routinely collect historical data from employees on the 
actual time they require to perform various tasks. Some tasks now per- 
formed in the Superfund program will be relatively unaffected by SARA 
and the data collected on the time employees spend on these tasks 
should be useful in verifying the judgmental estimates of EPA’S mana- 
gers. Other tasks will be affected, to varying degrees,, by SARA. The time 
employees now spend to perform these tasks would provide a base, 
which could be increased or decreased to reflect management’s judg- 
ments of SARA’S effects on the labor intensity of these tasks. However, as 
experience is gained in carrying out these tasks and any new ones cre- 
ated by SARA, EPA would increasingly be in a better position in ensuing 
years to budget staffing needs for the Superfund program. 

In commenting on our recommendation to use productivity measures to 
gauge the appropriateness of Superfund’s work force size and skill mix, 
OPPE’S Acting Assistant Administrator stated that EPA believes that ful- 
fillment of this recommendation would be impractical to carry out 
because each hazardous waste site is unique. In elabqrating on this, he 
stated that each Superfund clean-up site has its individual characteris- 
tics that are not comparable to another site, including such factors as b 
geology, hydrology, contaminants, volume, and public involvement. 

Differences in the characteristics of sites may present a challenge, but 
should not be viewed as a barrier to using productivity measures. It 
takes years to clean up sites and, considering this, a region’s mix of 
projects is not. likely to change drastically from year to year. Even if this 
mix varied from year to year, Superfund activities could be weighted to 
account for any significant differences within and between regions. 
Alternatively, management could measure the rate of change in produc- 
tivity from year to year to eliminate any distortions resulting from site 
differences. In addition, the usefulness of productivity measures could 
be enhanced by involving managers and employees in identifying and 
weighing the items to be measured. 
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Although Superfund employee turnover was lower than federal 
employee turnover in fiscal years 1984 and 1986, it more than doubled 
in fiscal year 1986, to surpass the federal average. Age disparities 
between the Superfund and federal work force account somewhat for 
the higher rates in the Superfund program. Nevertheless, several critical 
Superfund occupations, such as geologist and hydrologist, had turnover 
rates that were significantly higher than the rates for other federal 
employees in these occupations. In addition, regional Superfund employ- 
ees had higher turnover rates than did corresponding headquarters 
staff. 

Most program managers we interviewed (34 of 56) did not consider turn- 
over a problem. Of the 21 who did, some described instances where 
turnover delayed or impaired the quality of Superfund activities. Turn- 
over also adds to the direct and indirect costs of doing business. 

Concerning the future outlook of Superfund employee turnover, most 
program managers we interviewed expected it to increase under the 
expanded program authorized by SAW. Our survey also showed that 
over one-third of current Superfund employees planned to look for other 
jobs in the next year. In addition, the Superfund work force is relatively 
young-about 60 percent of the work force is under the age of 36-and 
younger workers historically have higher turnover rates than older 
workers. Moreover, as the size of the staff expands, the work force is 
likely to remain young. These factors all suggest that turnover could 
continue at present levels. 

There are many reasons why Superfund employees left or were planning 
to leave the program for other jobs. The most significant were: advance- 
ment opportunities, regional management, salaries, Superfund’s use of 
the employee’s technical skills, and disillusionment with clean-up prog- 
ress. Furthermore, many of the employees who left for these reasons 
would have stayed had conditions changed to their satisfaction. 

EPA has already taken some actions and is contemplating others that will 
affect some of the factors employees rated as reasons for leaving the 
Superfund program. 
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Eimployee Turnover: Job separations in the federal government are categorized as quits,’ 

What Is It and How Is 
transfers between federal agencies, retirements, and other separations 
(such as layoffs, deaths, furloughs, and extended leave without pay). 

It Measured? These separation categories do not include employees who are reas- 
signed or promoted to other jobs within the same agency but in different 
program areas. 

Although EPA did not have readily available data on employee separa- 
tions in the Superfund program at the time we started our review, we 
were able to identify EPA employees who separated from Superfund- 
and the type of separation-from the computer data provided by EPA. 
The results of our analysis for fiscal years 1986 and 1986 are shown in 
table 3.1. In all, about 480 Superfund employees separated from EPA 
during these 2 years, and most either quit or transferred to other federal 
agencies. 

Table 3.1: Superfund Employee 
Separatlonr 

Quits 

Transfers 

Total 
All Others 

Total 

FY 1985 FY 1988 
Number Percentage0 Number Percentage’ 

79 61 232 67 

24 18 40 11 

103 79 272 78 

27 21 77 22 

130 100 349 100 

‘Of total separations for thal period. 
Source: EPA computer data 

While a variety of ways exist to measure employee turnover, the most 
widely used measure, and the one we used, expresses employee separa- 
tions over a specified period as a percentage of the average employment 
for that period. In addition, turnover rates may be developed for differ- 
ent types of separations, with the quit rate being the one most often 
cited. 

We concentrated our analyses primarily on quits because these employ- 
ees were the ones most likely to have left to take jobs in the private 
sect.or. In some of our analyses, however, we also included transfers, 
since these employees also left Superfund to take jobs in other federal 
agencies. As shown in table 3.1, quits and transfers account for most 

‘This category includes all employees who reigned from government service, including those who 
resigned to take a job in the private sector or for such purposes as returning to school. 
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employee separations in the Superfund program. We also computed dis- 
tinct separation rates for Superfund employees who spent a significant 
portion of their time-over 40 percent-on the Superfund program. 

Sup&fund Employee Figure 3.1 compares quit rates for all Superfund employees to the rates 

Turnover Rate 
Comparisons With 
Total Federal Work 
Force 

OPM maintains on all federal employees for fiscal years 1984-86. These 
comparisons show that except for fiscal year 1986, Superfund rates 
were lower than the rates for all federal employees. However, 
Superfund rates have been increasing since fiscal year 1984, and 
between fiscal years 1985 and 1986, they more than doubled from 2.9 
percent to 7.2 percent to surpass the overall federal rate of 6.2 percent. 
According to OPPE’S Acting Assistant Administrator, delays in program 
reauthorization and the uncertainty regarding the future of Superfund 
affected the program’s ability to retain key staff in fiscal year 1986 (see 
app. IV). In contrast, rates for federal employees remained relatively 
stable between fiscal years 1984 and 1986. 

Quit/transfer rate comparisons for Superfund and federal employees 
are shown in figure 3.2. Figures 3.1 and 3.2 also show that employees 
who worked over 40 percent of their time on the Superfund program 
had higher quit rates than did Superfund employees as a whole. 

Effeck of Age and Length 
of Setvice on Superfund 
TurnOver Rates 

Superfund employees are younger and have a shorter length of service 
than the federal work force as a whole; this difference accounts in part 
for the higher turnover rates in the Superfund program for fiscal year 
1986. 

According to a Congressional Budget Office (CBO) report, which analyzed 
separations of federal workers in fiscal year 1984, quits and transfers 
are more common among younger workers and those with fewer years 
of service.2 In 1984, for example, federal workers with 6 or fewer years 
of service had quit/transfer rates that were more than twice the average 
for all workers and more than 20 times the rate of workers with more 
than 26 years of service. The study also showed that younger workers- 
age 21 to 36-had a rate two times greater than the rate for all employ- 
ees and that the quit/transfer rate declined as the age of workers 
increased. Among Superfund employees who quit in fiscal year 1986,96 
percent were age 36 or younger, and 72 percent had 6 or fewer years of 
service. 

%ongressional Budget Office. Employee Turnover in the Federal Government, February 1986. 
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Figure 3.1: Quit Rate Comparhon for 
Superfund and Federal Employee& 
FlCcal Year8 1984-88 12 WI Rblr Psrcmtrgo 
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According to the CEKI report and the literature on which it was based, the 
relationship between length of service and quits/transfers reflects in 
part the search for fulfilling work that occurs early in many careers and 
the fact that skills may not yet have become so specialized as to limit 
other opportunities. Workers with less seniority are also generally 
younger and thus may enjoy greater job mobility, given the absence of 
family, home ownership, and other responsibilities. With advancing b 
years, however, such responsibilities increase, as does the value placed 
on a compensation package- such as that of the federal government- 
that rewards service and age. Moreover, this relationship holds regard- 
less of the occupation considered. 

As shown in table 3.2, the Superfund program has a disproportionately 
younger work force than the federal government as a whole. The data 
for Superfund employees are for fiscal year 1986, but the only recently 
available data for federal employees was for fiscal year 1984. According 
to an OPM official, however, the age distribution of the federal work 
force does not change much from year to year. 
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Figure 3.2: Qult/Tranefer Rate 
Compa@on for Superfund snd Federal 
Employfor, Fircal Years 1984-88 
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Table 3.k Age Dirtrlbutlon of Superfund 
and Fed’ 

1” 
rrl Employees 

I 
I 

I 
I 

1 
I 
j 

Percentage of employees 
age 

35 and under 36 and over 
Federal 35 65 
All Superfund 
Employees working over 40% Super-fund 

Source EPA computer data and CEO’s February 1966 report 

56 42 
66 32 

When Superfund quit and quit/transfer rates for fiscal year 1986 are 
adjusted to reflect the age distribution of federal workers,3 table 3.3 
shows the rates for Superfund employees are closer to, but still above, 
the rates for federal employees. 

3Aausted rates were computed as follows: Super-fund quit and quit,‘transfer rates were computed for 
the two age groups shown in table 3.2 and then weighted by multiplying each rate by the percentage 
of federal workers in that age group. These two weighted races were then combined to yield an 
adjusted rate for Superfund that reflects the same age distribution found in the federal work force. 
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Table 3.3: Comparison of Fiscal Year 
IS@ Turnover Rate Percentages After 
Adjusting Superfund Rates for 
Differences in Age Distribution 

Employee group 
All Stmerfund 

Quit rate 
Actual’ Adjustedb 

7.2 6.2 

Quithrandter rate 
Actuala Adjustedb 

0.4 7.4 
Federal 5.2 5.2 7.0 7.0 
Difference 2.0 1.0 1.4 .4 
&r 40% Superfund 10.0 7.7 11.4 9.0 
Federal 5.2 5.2 7.0 7.0 
Difference 4.0 25 4.4 2.0 

%uperfund rates unadjusted for age dlspanty 

bSuperfund rates after adjustment for age dlsparlty 
Source EPA computer data and OPM 

Similar to age disparity, a larger percentage of Superfund employees 
had 6 or fewer years of federal service than did federal employees as a 
whole. For example, 36 percent of all fiscal year 1986 Superfund 
employees (46 percent for those working over 40 percent on Superfund) 
had 6 or fewer years of federal service. In contrast, as of March 1986,26 
percent of federal workers had 6 or fewer years of federal service. 

Besides differences in age and length of service, other differences could 
also exist between the Superfund and federal work force that account 
for the variations in the turnover rates between these two groups. 

e Critical Superfund As shown in table 3.4, quit rates in several occupations critical to the 
Superfund program were significantly higher than the rates for all fed- 
eral employees in these occupations for fiscal year 1986.’ Most notably, 
quit rates for Superfund geologists and hydrologists were two to six 
times higher, respectively, than rates for all federal employees in these 
same occupations. Superfund quit rates in these two occupations were b 
also considerably higher than rates for federal employees for fiscal year 
1986. 

4Quit!tran.3fer rate comparisons produced similar results. 
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Table 3.4: Qult Rate Comparhona for 
Critical Superfund Occupatlone 

Critical 0ccuoatiotP 

Quit rates 
FY 1985 FY 1986 

Suoetfundb Federal Suoerfundb Federal 
I Environmental engineer 31 4.7 7.6 5.8 
I Hydrologist 4.7 1.6 14.0 2.1 

Attorney 4.1 7.3 6.2 71 
General ohvsical scientist 2.9 27 5.2 25 
Contract and procurement 
specialist 
Environmental protection 
soecralist 

0 2.8 0 2.7 

2.8 3.1 5.2 3.1 
Environmental protection 
assistant 0 71 5.7 2.7 
Geologist 4.5 1.2 4.7 1.7 
General biologistC 1.9 1.9 0 1.7 
Chemical enaineer 0 4.0 4.3 4.0 

%cludes those critical occupations identrfied In EPA’s Superfund work force planning project (see ch 
2). except for admrnrstrative and clencal, which was not well enough defined to facilitate rate compan- 
sons. Occupations are ksted In the order of criticality. 

%ates were generally higher for those employees In these occupatrons who spent over 40 percent of 
therr trme on Superfund. 

‘Includes toxrcologrsts 
Source: EPA computer data and OPM 

As shown in table 3.4, seven critical Superfund occupations had quit 
rates in fiscal year 1986 that were higher than rates for federal employ- 
ees in the same occupations. Age disparities between Superfund and fed- 
eral employees, again, could account for some of this difference, 
especially in the case of environmental engineers, general physical scien- 
tists, environmental protection specialists, geologists, and chemical engi- 
neers. As expected, quit rates for Superfund employees in these 
occupations were higher for younger workers (age 36 or younger) than 
for older workers. In the case of Superfund hydrologists and environ- 
mental protection assistants, however, older workers had a higher quit 
rate than did younger ones. 

In addition, as shown in figure 3.3, regional Superfund employees had a 
quit rate that was considerably higher than the rate for headquarters 
Superfund employees. 
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Flgure 3.3: Quit Rate Comparlronr for 
Heedquarters and Reglonal Employees 
Working Over 40 Percent of Their Tlme 13 till Rat0 Percontago 
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Among all employees who worked over 40 percent on the Superfund 
program, table 3.6 shows, some EPA regional offices had quit rates that 
were considerably higher than the average for all regions for fiscal 
years 1986 or 1986. Quit and transfer rates for these regions were also 
considerably higher than the average for all regions. 

-L 
I 3.6: EPA Reglonr Wlth Highest Quit 
6 

Region 
Chicago 
Dallas 
San Francisco 
Seattle 
Average, all regions 

Source: EPA computer data. 

Quit rates for flrcal year 
1985 1986 

8.1 20.3 
16.8 15.0 
10.0 30.9 
11.1 4.0 

6.2 12.1 
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Quality and Experience of The quality and experience of the employees who leave an agency can 
Sup&fund Employees be just as important as the numbers of employees who leave. Because 

Leaving the Program some turnover is unavoidable, an agency would be better off to lose its 
poor performers or less experienced employees than its superior or more 
experienced employees. Although the Superfund program has lost 
highly rated and experienced employees, the ratio of loss in these cate- 
gories was not disproportionately higher relative to the employees who 
were in these categories. 

Among Superfund employees who worked on the program in fiscal year 
1986, about 48 percent were highly rated. In contrast, about 23 percent 
of the Superfund employees who quit in fiscal year 1986 were highly 
rated. Among EPA employees who worked over 40 percent on Superfund, 
about 46 percent were highly rated, whereas about 22 percent of those 
who quit were highly rated. We considered employees rated either out- 
standing or exceeding expectations as highly rated employees. We 
excluded employees rated fully successful, minimally satisfactory, 
unsatisfactory, or not rated. 

Concerning length of work experience in the Superfund program, our 
survey indicated that there was little difference between current and 
former employees. At the time former employees left Superfund, they 
had an average of about 3 years’ experience, which was comparable to 
the average level of experience of current employees. 

I 

Pro$ram Managers’ 
Views on Turnover 
a&Its Effect on the 
Supkrfund Program 

The program managers we interviewed had mixed opinions on whether 
turnover was a problem. Thirty-four of the 56 headquarters and 
regional program managers we interviewed did not believe turnover was 
a problem. However, of the 21 managers who did, some said that turn- 
over caused delays or impaired the quality of Superfund activities. But 
some managers attributed these delays and quality impairment to hiring 
freezes or regional policies that provided for periodically reassigning 
staff between program areas. Employee turnover also increases the 
costs for such things as recruitment and training, although measuring 
these costs can be difficult. 

Turnover was considered a problem by 15 of the 40 program managers 
interviewed at the 6 regions in our review. Following are some examples 
of comments we received from program managers on turnover and its 
impact on the Superfund program. 
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At EPA'S Boston Regional Office, the Superfund remedial and enforce- 
ment unit had a 26-percent attrition rate, which represents the loss of 
all employees from separations and the reassignment or promotion of 
employees to other EPA programs. According to the Superfund unit chief, 
most employees leave the program because they get burned out from the 
heavy work load.6 Moreover, when experienced employees leave, this 
loss of time and experience causes delays and interrupts project con- 
tinuity while new project managers become familiar with their projects. 
For example, one Boston regional Superfund site has had six different 
project managers since the inception of work at, that site. 

At the Philadelphia region, although turnover has historically been low, 
it ballooned in the removal and remedial areas in fiscal year 1986, 
according to the Superfund branch chief. He attributed this to employee 
burnout and to the number of employees who had attained a level of 
experience that made them attractive to private-sector employers. 
Because of this turnover, less experienced project managers had to be 
assigned more sites, which delayed project activities. In addition, these 
project managers had to spend a larger amount of their time instructing 
new employees hired to fill vacancies created by turnover. 

The Philadelphia region’s enforcement branch chief also stated that 
attrition had become a recent problem. He estimated the turnover rate to 
be lo-20 percent for fiscal year 1986. But the problem was attributed 
not to employee quits but to employee reassignments to and from other 
EPA units. According to this branch chief, the regional administrator sup- 
ports the concept of cross-training staff in a variety of environmental 
programs. As a result, frequent transfers occur between Superfund and 
other EPA programs. This turnover delays site actions because of the 
time lost in training replacements. Turnover also places a greater work b 
load on the remaining staff, which causes more slowdowns and at times 
complete cessation of site work. 

In the Philadelphia region’s Environmental Services Division, attrition 
among chemists was considered a problem. According to the division 
director, two of the five chemists left within the past year for positions 
with a contractor and obtained pay increases of $10,000 to $20,000, and 
the remaining staff had to work overtime to compensate for this loss. 

bThirty-cwo percent of former employees rated heavy work load a~ a major or minor reason for 
leaving. 
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The Chicago region’s Office of Regional Counsel lost five attorneys in its 
emergency response branch during the first 6 months of fiscal year 
1986. According to the branch chief, their legal work takes longer and 
the depth of work on individual cases is less than it could be because of 
this turnover. 

One of Chicago’s remedial units lost three senior staff between June 
1986 and July 1986, according to its chief: one went to private industry 
and two went elsewhere within EPA. This loss, accompanied by a hiring 
freeze, resulted in morale problems because active projects with impor- 
tant decisions pending had to be assigned to other staff, whose work 
load was already heavy. 

At EPA headquarters, 6 of the 16 Superfund program managers inter- 
viewed stated that turnover had been a problem. These managers cited 
career enhancement and increased salary as reasons staff left. Four 
stated that the loss of senior staff placed a burden on the branch chiefs, 
who must pick up the slack. One stated that experienced staff are not 
available to train new employees and, as a result, things are not always 
done quickly or correctly. Another stated that he was not able to pro- 
vide day-to-day reporting, guidance, or direction to the regions, nor did 
he have any detailed knowledge of regional issues. 

Employee Turnover 
Invo ves Other Costs That 
Can Q e Difficult to 
Measure 

I 

Besides delays and quality impairment, various other direct and indirect 
costs are also incurred as a result of employee turnover. Some of these 
costs, which can be inferred from the comments we received from pro- 
gram managers, include lower productivity, recruitment and training 
costs for replacements, and increased payroll costs for overtime. 

According to CBO’S report on federal employee turnover, federal mana- 
gers wishing to consider all the costs of turnover in decision making 
would face a formidable task because of the number and variety of costs 
involved.6 Data for even the most obvious costs are generally difficult to 
obtain. Further, techniques for valuing less obvious indirect costs in the 
government are nonexistent or poorly developed. Despite the problems 
that can be encountered in estimating such costs, CBO stated that turn- 
over can be expensive and that managers should not ignore these costs. 

On the basis of data CBO obtained for its study on recruitment and place- 
ment costs for selected federal jobs, it found these costs to be higher for 

%mgreasional Budget Ofhce. February 1986. 
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professional and administrative jobs with high skill levels, and lower for 
less technical, clerical positions. For example, CBO estimated the recruit- 
ment and placement costs in 1986 were $22,200 for medical officers and 
$300 for secretaries. CBO found several factors that help explain the gen- 
erally higher recruiting costs for professional, administrative, and simi- 
larly ranked jobs. For example, review panels may be called together to 
screen applications for some jobs. Such positions also commonly involve 
payments for relocation, security clearances, and other expenses. 

Considering the high recruitment and placement costs for some occupa- 
tions, CBO stated, managers would not want to incur such large costs too 
often. On the other hand, if an organization could plan on having the 
services of such personnel over many years, these costs would be less 
burdensome. If the employees st.ayed in their positions the 9 years that 
the average federal professional is estimated to stay on the job, for 
example, then replacement costs might represent only a small fraction 
of their payroll cost for the period. 

In contrast, CBO stated that the increased costs and inconvenience of 
higher turnover might be acceptable if the personnel actions that cause 
people to leave also produce even larger savings-for example, savings 
in pay reductions. Nevertheless, CBO stated, the costs of turnover-both 
direct and indirect-should be a part of management decision making. 

Superfund Employee Most program managers we interviewed expected turnover to increase 

Tdrnover Is Expected 
in the future. The reasons cited for this increase included the additional 
nonfederal employment opportunities associated with SARA and the poor 

to iIncrease pay and promotion opportunities within EPA. 

b 

I In the 6 regions visited, 32 of the 40 program managers interviewed 
expected employee turnover to increase in the next 5 years. Some 
expected that the additional funding provided by SARA, $8.6 billion, 
would increase the demand for qualified and experienced personnel 
among private-sector participants involved in the clean-up process, such 
as contractors and consultants. Moreover, they believed these contrac- 

I tors and consultants would aggressively recruit from EPA to fill this 
I demand. Other managers attributed future increases in turnover just to 

the low pay and limited promotion opportunities, or to the fact that 
employees tend to leave after they gain sufficient experience. 

At EPA headquarters, 6 of the 15 program managers interviewed also 
expected turnover to increase during the nex? 6 years. They likewise 
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attributed this to the job opportunities SARA will create in the private 
sector. They see Superfund as containing many experienced staff who 
know the laws, EPA, and the contractors involved in the program; these 
contractors pay up to $30,000 more in salary than can EPA. (As shown in 
ch. 4, the salary increases of former employees we surveyed ranged up 
to $22,000.) Furthermore, as more Superfund employees become expe- 
rienced, more will be lost because they cannot be promoted, due to a 
limited number of senior positions. 

In addition our survey showed that over 40 percent of Superfund’s cur- 
rent technical employees had sought a job outside the program-mostly 
within the past year- and over one-third probably or definitely plan to 
look for another job in the next year. However, this is not surprising 
considering that most of the Superfund work force is relatively young- 
68 percent are age 35 or younger, and younger workers traditionally 
have higher turnover rates than older workers. 

Moreover, the Superfund work force is likely to stay young for some 
time. EPA is currently in the process of expanding its Superfund work 
force-600 additional positions were authorized for fiscal year 1987 
and EPA has requested an additional 300 in its fiscal year 1988 budget- 
and many of these new positions are likely to be filled by younger work- 
ers, as has been true in the past. 

Most current employees had sought, or were planning to look for, other 
jobs for many of the same reasons former Superfund employees left. 

1 
I 

Reas@s Employees 
Leave Superfund 

More advancement opportunity was t.he top reason employees left 
Superfund for other jobs, but other factors also contributed to an 
employee’s decision. Employees who left Superfund for other jobs 
largely left for jobs in private industry, and most took jobs involving 
hazardous waste. 

While most of Superfund’s current technical employees were satisfied 
with the work they were doing, this is not indicative of an employee’s 
intention to remain. Most former employees were also satisfied with 
their work when they left Superfund. Moreover, many current employ- 
ees expressed dissatisfaction with some of the same job-related factors 
cited by former employees as reasons for leaving. In fact, over one-third 
of current employees either had looked for other jobs in the past or 
planned to look in the next year-and for the same reasons former 
employees left. 
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Why Did Former 
Ernployees Leave and 
Where Did They Go? 

Our survey of former Superfund employees showed that 117 of them 
left Superfund to take other jobs. The 117 former employee respondents 
were asked to rate 17 reasons as either a major, minor, or no reason for 
leaving the Superfund program. For each reason rated as either major or 
minor, former employees were also to indicate the extent to which they 
would have stayed had conditions relevant to that reason changed to 
their satisfaction. We analyzed these responses to determine the extent 
that respondents rated a reason both as one that was major and one 
that, had conditions changed to their satisfaction, they definitely would 
have stayed. By correlating these responses, we were able to obtain a 
better picture of the significance of the various reasons former employ- 
ees rated for leaving Superfund. 

As indicated in table 3.6, our analysis showed that more advancement 
opportunity was the most significant reason, among those rated, why 
former employees left Superfund. In fact, advancement opportunities 
were twice as important as any of the other reasons rated. Secondary 
reasons that appeared to be somewhat significant included regional 
management, higher salaries, dissatisfaction with Superfund’s use of the 
employee’s technical skills, and disillusionment with the progress made 
in cleaning up hazardous waste sites. 
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Tab le  3.8: Rsarons  1 1 7  Fo rmer  
Supe r fund  Emp loyees  Left to Take  O ther  Pe rcen tage  of fo rmer  emp loyee  
Job,  responden ts  w h o  

B o th ci ted reason  
as  ma jo r  a n d  

I w h o  wou ld  have  

Ci ted reason  as  
def ini tely s tayed if 

condi t ions c h a n g e d  
R e a s o n 8  ra ted Ma jo r  M ino r  to their  sat isfact ion 
M o r e  a d v a n c e m e n t  oppor tun i t res  6 7  1 6  2 8  
R e g i o n a l  m a n a g e m e n t  2 8  1 9  1 4  
Inc rease  in  sa la rv  4 0  2 3  1 3  
P o o r  u s e  of  the i r  techn ica l  skil ls 2 3  2 6  1 3  
Drs r l l us ronment  wr th  c l e a n - u p  p r o g r e s s  
P r o b l e m s  wi th immed ia te  suoerv iso r  

2 3  2 4  1 1  
1 7  1 6  9  

C h a n o e  in  wo rk  loca t ion  2 1  1 3  6  
I m p r o v e d  physrca l  wo rk  env i r onmen t  1 7  2 0  6  
P o o r  admin is t ra t ive  o r  c ler ical  suppo r t  1 9  2 2  5  
Excess ive  wo rk  l o a d  1 9  1 2  4  
P roc t ram a u i d a n c e  f rom h e a d q u a r t e r s  1 9  1 9  4  
T o o  m u c h  p a p e r w o r k  1 6  2 2  4  
T o o  rev iews  m a n y  2 4  1 8  3  
Bet te r  f r inae  benef i ts  7  1 9  3  
Less  ou t -o f - town t ravel  4  6  3  
C a r e e r  c h a n g e  1 1  9  2  
Avo id  e x o o s u r e  to h a z a r d o u s  subs tances  0  3  0  

W e  a lso  ana l yzed  fo rme r  e m p l o y e e  responses  by  sex  a n d  work  locat ion.  
Th is  ana lys is  s h o w e d  th a t m e n  w e r e  m o r e  inc l ined  th a n  w o m e n  to  ra te 
sa lary  inc reases  (68  p e r c e n t o f th e  m e n  vs. 4 8  p e r c e n t o f th e  w o m e n ) , 
p o o r  u s e  o f the i r  techn ica l  ski l ls ( 62  vs. 40) ,  a n d  to o  m u c h  pape rwo rk  
(42  vs. 26 )  as  ma jo r  o r  m inor  r easons  fo r  l eav ing  S u p e r fu n d . ( M e n  
a c c o u n t fo r  6 7  p e r c e n t o f S u p e r fu n d ’s cur rent  techn ica l  e m p l o y e e s .) In  
a d d i tio n , fo rme r  h e a d q u a r te rs  e m p l o y e e s  w e r e  a b o u t twice as  l ikely as  
fo rme r  reg iona l  e m p l o y e e s  to  ra te phys ica l  work  e n v i r o n m e n t ( 70  per -  
c e n t o f fo rme r  h e a d q u a r te rs  e m p l o y e e s  vs. 2 9  p e r c e n t o f fo rme r  reg iona l  
emp loyees ) ,  i n a d e q u a te  c ler ical  a n d  admin is t ra t ive  s u p p o r t ( 67  vs. 36 )  
a n d  excess ive  work  l o a d  (60  vs. 26 )  as  ma jo r  o r  m inor  r easons  fo r  leav-  
ing.  (S ix teen  p e r c e n t o f S u p e r fu n d ’s cur rent  techn ica l  e m p l o y e e s  a re  a t 
E P A  h e a d q u a r ters.)  

F igu re  3 .4  s h o w s  th a t 4 6  p e r c e n t o f th o s e  e m p l o y e e s  w h o  left fo r  o the r  
jobs  to o k  jobs  in  pr ivate  industry.  W h i le th e  e m p l o y e e s  w h o  left w e r e  
lost to  th e  S u p e r fu n d  p r o g r a m , a b o u t 7 2  p e r c e n t o f th e m  to o k  jobs  in  th e  
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hazardous waste area; about 91 percent of them were at those jobs when 
they completed our questionnaire. 

Flg/rre 3.4: Source of Employment for 
119 Former Superfund Employee6 Who 
Left for Other Jobs 49 Porcontago of Farmrr Employws 
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Sourer of Employmrnt 

Besides the 117 former employee respondents who left Superfund for 
other jobs, 47 former employees who had quit or transferred for other 
purposes responded to our questionnaire. Of these, 30 left to return to L 

school, while the remainder left for other reasons-for example, to relo- 
cate with their spouse or to have a baby. 

Hobo Satisfied Are 
Su P erfund Employees? 

Current employees were basically satisfied with the work they were 
doing, liked working in the Superfund program because of its objectives, 
and expressed average to above average levels of morale. For example, 
according to our survey, 76 percent of current technical employees were 
at least generally satisfied with the work they were doing in the 
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Super-fund program; only 11 percent were dissatisfied. Ninety-four per- 
cent of current employees liked working in Superfund because of its mis- 
sion. Morale was average, high, or very high among 81 percent of 
current employees. 

This high level of job satisfaction with Superfund work, however, is not 
necessarily indicative of an employee’s intention to remain, as 62 per- 
cent of former employees who left also reported general satisfaction 
with their Superfund work. 

As shown in figure 3.5, many current employees were dissatisfied with 
many of the same factors that former Superfund employees rated as 
reasons for leaving the program. More than half of the current employ- 
ees were dissatisfied with their physical work environment, promotion 
opportunities, and salary. 

Furthermore, our analyses of the survey data showed that employee 
dissatisfaction with the following job factors was significantly related to 
an employee’s plans to seek another job: (1) promotion opportunities, (2) 
Superfund’s use of the employee’s technical skills, (3) the amount of rec- 
ognition received for good work performance, (4) regional management, 
and (6) salary. As previously mentioned, over one-third of current 
employees probably or definitely plan to seek other jobs in the next 
year. 

EPA’& Actions for EPA has several actions underway and is contemplating others that will 

Dealibg With 
likely affect two major reasons employees leave the Superfund program: 
advancement opportunities and salaries. 

Supeffund Employee b 
Turnbver Concerning advancement opportunities, EPA revised its policy for salary 

grade levels in October 1986 to make Superfund’s nonsupervisory pro- 
ject managers and on-scene coordinators eligible for grade 13, 14, and 15 
positions. In the past, these higher salary grades were generally 
reserved for supervisory personnel. However, under the new policy, 
higher grades can be provided if warranted by the type/complexity of 
the hazardous waste site managed, for example. 

Although this policy was relatively new when we made our visits to six 
of EPA’S regional offices, some program managers had already increased 
or were authorized to increase grade levels for some of their project 
managers or on-scene coordinators. In addition, other program managers 
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Flgurs 3.5: Current Employse 
Satkfactlon Wlth Various Job Factor8 
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Note: Responses do not total 100 percent because of those employees who were neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied. 

were in the process of assessing the extent to which higher graded posi- 
tions were warranted under the revised policy. According to OPPE’S Act- 
ing Assistant Administrator, 26 higher graded positiohs were in place 
and more were being considered as of September 1987 (see app. IV). 

EPA has also been reviewing the use of dual career paths-one for man- 
agement and one for nonmanagement-by other agencies and organiza- 
tions to assist in the design of a nonmanagerial career path for its 
technical and scientific staff. W ith a separate nonmanagerial career 
path, EPA technical and scientific staff would no longer be forced into 
management to gain promotion. 
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According to an EPA official, dual career paths have already been 
designed for chemists and general physical scientists, and EPA is now in 
the process of issuing implementing guidelines. Furthermore, EPA’S 
Super-fund work force planning project recommended that this experi- 
ence should be reviewed with an eye toward expanding dual career 
paths to other occupations to address important career concerns 
expressed by Superfund scientists, engineers, and technicians. However, 
the project’s report cautioned that dual career paths should be devel- 
oped and implemented with care so as not to raise false expectations 
among affected staff who may view these career paths as opportunities 
for automatic promotion. 

Concerning salaries, EPA’S Superfund work force planning project recom- 
mended that the use of incentive pay for new entrants should be one of 
five options to be reviewed and assessed for incorporation into a general 
recruitment and selection strategy. The report stated that high-tech 
firms in the private sector have been using incentive pay programs to 
attract scarce electrical engineers and computer scientists to join their 
organizations. 

The report also stated that the all-volunteer Army has offered new 
enlistees financial incentives (lump sum cash bonus or funds for college 
education) to ensure a pool of recruits of sufficient quantity and quality. 
The report stated that if a high selection ratio (ratio of applicants to 
those selected) is desirable, especially for Superfund’s key positions 
(e.g., remedial and enforcement project managers), pay incentives may 
be a useful tool in generating a pool large enough to ensure selection of 
top quality people. It stated that incentive pay may also be offered to 
highly qualified specialists on short-term (temporary) appointments to 
get them to extend their appointments, especially in hard-to-retain jobs 
such as hydrologists and geologists. 

l 

In addition, the report stated that compensation was the most frequent 
reason employees leave Superfund. In this respect, the report recom- 
mended that a career enhancement program for the Superfund program 
should include, among other things, an “improved compensation pro- 
gram (bonuses, added fringe benefits, job-related perks, etc.).“7 The 
report’s recommendations are under review by EPA. 

‘EPA stated that the reference to (1) bonuses pertained to internal award mechanisms that would not 
require OPM and OMB involvement and (2) fringe benefits included nonmonetary compensation. (See 
app. IV.) 
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Conclusions The rate at which EPA employees left Superfund was below the rate for 
all federal employees in fiscal years 1984 and 1986. However, the rate 
more than doubled between fiscal years 1986 and 1986, to surpass the 
federal rate. The higher Superfund rate was partly caused by 
Super-fund’s higher ratio of younger employees, who historically change 
jobs more often. In addition, some critical Superfund occupations, most 
notably hydrologists, had quit rates that were considerably higher than 
the average rate for all federal employees in these occupations. 

Although program managers generally had not perceived turnover to be 
a problem, most managers expect turnover to increase under the 
expanded program authorized by SARA. This, together with our survey 
results (which showed that over one-third of current employees planned 
to look for other jobs in the next year) and the young age of the present 
and future work force (which historically has high turnover rates), sug- 
gests that turnover could remain high. 

Turnover delays and impairs Superfund activities. It also affects the 
direct and indirect costs of doing business, for example, by increasing 
recruitment and training costs. Some turnover is unavoidable, as in the 
case of employee deaths or retirements, and the costs attributable to this 
turnover can be considered a normal cost of doing business. However, 
turnover should be considered excessive when its impact on program 
activities and costs exceeds the cost of taking appropriate corrective 
action. While measuring turnover’s impact on program costs can be dif- 
ficult, these costs should be considered when making management deci- 
sions that are likely to affect turnover. 

The employees who quit Superfund to take other jobs left largely 
because of advancement opportunities. Other significant reasons 
included regional management, salaries, poor use of employee’s techni- 
cal skills, and disillusionment with clean-up progress. Moreover, many 
of the employees who quit for these reasons would have stayed had con- 
ditions improved. 

EPA has taken some actions and is contemplating others-such as dual 
career paths-that would provide selected Superfund employees with 
additional promotion opportunities. Besides this, EPA is also considering 
the recommendations of its Superfund work force planning project, 
which, among other things, recommended improving the compensation 
of Superfund employees. 
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Federal and Private Pay Comparisons and 
SucceS;s of DOD/OPM Pay and 
Retention Programs 

Federal employees in general receive less in pay than do their private- 
sector counterparts, according to the government’s pay survey. This 
includes federal attorneys, chemists, and engineers, who are used exten- 
sively in the Superfund program. The former Superfund employees 
included in our survey received annual pay increases that averaged 
about $7,000 upon leaving Superfund for private-sector jobs. 

While this pay gap can affect the government’s efforts to recruit and 
retain employees, DOD and OPM have a number of special programs that 
have helped address employee recruitment and retention problems. OPM 
has special pay rates for select.ed occupations and geographical areas; 
some of these rates have benefited Superfund employees, most notably 
those in the engineering occupations. 

In addition, opu-in conjunction with the Department of the Navy-is 
involved in a merit-oriented, pay-for-performance project at two 
research laboratories in California. While we are currently in the pro- 
cess of evaluating this experimental demonstration project, the project 
reportedly has helped to increase salaries and to reduce employee turn- 
over. Also, the Department of the Navy is successfully using DOD’S reen- 
listment bonus program to encourage military personnel to reenlist in 
occupational specialties that are experiencing chronic shortages or are 
hard to fill. 

In chapter 3, we stated that EPA’S Superfund work force planning project 
recommended an improved compensation program, consisting of incen- 
tive pay (bonuses) and added fringe benefits. We do not favor a separate 
pay program for Superfund employees because the pay situation for 
these employees is not any more critical than for other federal 
employees. 
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Federal Pay, Including The Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962 called for federal General Sched- 

That of Superfund 
ule pay rates to be comparable to average private-sector pay rates for 
the same levels of work. The Federal Pay Comparability Act of 1970 

Employees, Lags established the President’s Pay Agent,’ authorized the President to 

Behind Private-Sector adjust salaries on the basis of an annual survey of private-sector sala- 

Pay 
ries, and provided the President with authority to propose an alterna- 
tive pay plan in the event of national emergency or economic conditions 
affecting the general welfare. The alternative pay plan becomes effec- 
tive unless it is disapproved by the Congress. 

The President’s Pay Agent computes the pay comparability gap on the 
basis of the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ annual national private-sector 
survey of professional, administrative, technical, and clerical pay. The 
Bureau’s survey contains salary data on various occupations from a 
sample of private-sector establishments throughout the country. The 
pay agent uses these data to identify differences between federal and 
private-sector salaries and determines the adjustments needed to 
achieve full pay comparability. 

In August 1986 the pay agent reported that federal employees’ pay on 
average lagged behind the private sector by 23.8 percent as of March 
1986, up from 19.2 percent a year earlier. The President proposed an 
alternative plan for a 2-percent increase, but the Congress enacted a 3- 
percent increase, effective January 1987. This marked the ninth straight 
year that federal pay rates were not increased by the comparability 
adjustments indicated by the pay agent’s analysis. 

We used the Bureau’s March 1986 survey to compare salaries for attor- 
neys, engineers, and chemists. These are three of the top five highly 
skilled technical/scientific occupations in the Superfund program,* 
accounting for about 28 percent of the employees who worked on (and l 

about 36 percent of the FES expended in) this program during fiscal 
year 1986. Our comparisons were limited to these three occupations 
because the Bureau’s survey did not include data on other Superfund 
technical/scientific occupations (see ch. 1). 

In making our occupational comparisons, we used the median private- 
sector salaries from the Bureau’s survey and average federal salaries 

‘A group composed of the Directors of the Office of Management and Budget, OPM, and the Secretary 
of Labor. 

%eneral physical scientist and environmental protection specialist were the other two top 
occupations. 
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for General Schedule federal employees obtained from OPM’S March 3 1, 
1986, Central Personnel Data File Report. Within each occupation, sepa- 
rate comparisons were made for each work level in the Bureau’s survey 
and the corresponding grade level in the General Schedule to differenti- 
ate between the duties and responsibilities of individuals in these occu- 
pations. For example, the median private-sector salary for a level I 
attorney was compared to the average salary of federal attorneys in 
grade 9, which has comparable duties and responsibilities. 

Our comparisons showed that the federal attorneys, chemists, and engi- 
neers, including those in Superfund, received from $7,800 to $4 1,300 
less in annual pay than did private-sector attorneys, chemists, and engi- 
neers for comparable work. To achieve comparability, federal pay 
would have to be increased 26-68 percent for the various grades within 
these occupations. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 show the results of our compari- 
sons. Federal engineers, which had the smallest comparability gap of the 
three occupations, receive special pay rates approved by OPM. These spe- 
cial rates are discussed later in this chapter. 

Testifying before a congressional subcommittee in March 1986, we 
stated that comparability with the private sector is a logical and factual 
standard to follow in establishing federal pay rates.3 We stated that pay- 
ing federal employees amounts comparable to what their counterparts 
are receiving throughout the national economy will help assure employ- 
ees and the taxpayers that compensation levels are fair. However, we 
suggested-on the basis of our September 1986 report-that the compa- 
rability principle be expanded to include fringe benefits as well as 
salary.4 

In that report, we provided comparative information on pay, retirement 
benefits, health and life insurance, annual and sick leave, and holidays 
in the federal and private sectors. In addition, we stated that the Hay/ 
Huggins Company, a management consulting firm specialiaing in pri- 
vate-sector pay and benefits, in a 1984 study for the House Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, had found that federal pay and benefits 
lagged behind private-sector benefits by 7.2 percent as of March 1984.6 

%eneral Accounting Office, Federal Pay. Statement of Rosslyn S. Kleeman before the Subcommittee 
on Compensation and Employee Benefits, House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, Wash- 
ington, D.C., March 19, 1986. 

4Comparlson of Federal and Private Sector Pay and Benefits (GAO/GGD-86-72, Sept. 4,1986). 

EHay/Huggins Company, Study of Total Compensation in the Federal, State, and Private Sectors, 
December 4,1984. 
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Flflure 4.1: Dollar Comparability Qap in 
Annual Pay for Selected Federal 
Enlployees, March 1988 42 Dollrn In Thousands 
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Note: Grade 9 is the entty level for attorneys. Private-sector data were not available for chemists 
beyond grade 14. 

Table 4.1 shows the results of the Hay/Huggins study for various ele- 
ments of compensation.” 

‘The Hay:Huggigins data are based on a comparison of federal pay and benefits with those paid by th, 
companies in Hay’s private-sector data base, which includes information on pay rates in 1,249 
medium (100 to 1,000 employees) and large (over 1,000 employees) companies and benefits data on 
864 companies (size not speclfied). 
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Flgure 4.2: Percentage Comparablllty 
Qap for Selected Federal Employees, 
March 1988 70 
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Note: Grade 9 is the entry level for attorneys. Private-sector pay data were not available for 
chemists beyond grade 14. 

Table 4.1 f Federal Compensation 
Relative k~ the Private Sector, March 
1984 

Element of compensation 
Pay 
Retirement 

Extent federal 
compensation 

is ahead of (behind) 
private sector as a 

percentage of payroll 
(10.3) 

6.4 
Death benefits (life insurance) ( 3) 
Disability (sick leave included) 
Health benefits 

( .7) 
(2 21 

Executive perquisites (1.2) 
Annual leave 
OveralP 

8 
17.2) 

‘Hay stated that because some benefits vary by salary, this (overall) percentage is not simply the sum 
of salary and benehts. 
Source Hay/Huggms Company. 
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We also reported that this study and the others we reviewed suggested 
that federal employees’ overall compensation lags behind the private 
sector. Furthermore, we stated: 

“Our work indicates that consideration of any individual compensation element in 
isolation can be meaningless insofar as judgments on overall compensation levels 
are concerned. For example, the evidence presented in this report suggests that . . . 
if a pay raise were granted in the full amount determined by the Pay Agent . . . to 
achieve pay comparability, the overall federal compensation program would be 

superior to the typical private-sector program. Reduction in retirement benefits, the 
one element of compensation in which the federal government is clearly ahead of 
the private sector, would drop the overall federal compensation level further behind 
the private sector, unless there were offsetting improvements in other elements.“’ 

Both the House and Senate Appropriations Committees want to replace 
the Bureau’s existing survey with a national white-collar survey of 
fringe benefits as well as salaries and include state and local govern- 
ments and small businesses. In approving the Department of Labor’s fis- 
cal year 1987 budget request, the Committees approved $2.1 million for 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics to begin planning, testing, and implement- 
ing a new survey. In addition, the House Committee report requested 
that the Bureau provide the Congress with a plan for implementing the 
new survey by August 1987. 

Phy Increases 
R ceived by Former 
S 9 perfund Employees 

Former Superfund employees in our survey reported that they received 
annual pay increases ranging from $1,000 to $22,000 upon leaving the 
Superfund program, with the average increase being $4,800. Among for- 
mer employees who specifically took jobs in private industry,a the aver- 
age annual increase in pay was $7,200. 

We did not attempt to determine whether the new jobs taken by former b 

Superfund employees were comparable to their Superfund jobs or 
whether their new jobs entailed more responsibility. But to the extent 
that employees took comparable jobs, the increases would reflect the 
value the private sector placed on their skills and experience. To the 
extent that employees left to assume additional duties and responsibili- 
ties, these salary increases would suggest that these employees may 

‘Our report and the HawHuggins study did not consider the new Federal Employees Retirement Sys 
tern that took effect J&wry 1, 1987. 

sAs shown in figure 3.3 (see ch. 3), former employees also left to take jobs in other than private 
industry. 
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have been promotable. As shown in chapter 3, advancement opportu- 
nity was the top reason employees rated for leaving the Superfund 
program. 

Special DOD/OPM 
Progkams Have Helped 
to Address Pay and 
Retention Problems 

While federal pay, including the pay of Superfund employees, lags 
behind private-sector pay, we stated in chapter 3 that EPA'S Superfund 
work force planning project recommended (1) the use of incentive pay, 
such as bonuses, for new entrants as one option for incorporation into a 
general recruitment and selection strategy and (2) an improved compen- 
sation program (bonuses, added fringe benefits, job-related perks, etc.) 
for inclusion into a career enhancement program. According to EPA, the 
project’s reference to (1) bonuses pertains to internal award mechanisms 
that would not require OPM and OMB involvement and (2) fringe benefits 
included nonmonetary compensation. 

DOD and OPM have special pay programs that have helped to address 
employee recruitment and retention problems. Under its special rate 
program, OPM can increase the special pay rates applicable to specific 
civilian occupations and geographical areas when private-sector pay 
substantially exceeds federal pay and a recruiting and retention prob- 
lem can be shown. Although federal agencies are responsible for 
requesting special rates from OPM, EPA activity in this area appears to 
have been limited. These special pay rates have helped agencies be more 
competitive even though our prior reviews showed that OPM was slow to 
approve or increase special pay rates. 

In addition, OPM and the Department of the Navy have an experimental 
demonstration pay-for-performance project underway at two research 
laboratories in California. Although we are currently in the process of 
evaluating this project, it reportedly has increased pay for federal civil- 
ian employees, reduced turnover, and increased employee satisfaction. 
Furthermore, DOD has a selective reenlistment bonus program for mili- 
tary personnel that has proved to be an effective retention incentive 
that can be targeted to specific areas experiencing shortages. 

IPM qpecial Pay Rates Under the Federal Salary and Reform Act of 1962, OPM can increase 
basic pay rates for civilian personnel if it finds that private-sector pay 
rates substantially exceed federal pay rates and significantly handicap 
the government’s ability to recruit or retain well-qualified individuals. 
By law, OPM can increase the minimum entry-level pay rate for an appli- 
cable grade (step 1) up to the maximum pay rate for that grade (step 
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E A’s Use of Special Pay 
R tes $ 

I 
I 

10). In addition, OPM can extend this new entry rate to provide a lo-step 
pay range to cover longevity pay increases. Special pay rates can be 
authorized on a locality basis or on a national or worldwide basis to 
meet staffing needs. OPM reviews these special pay rates at least armu- 
ally, at which time it can continue, abolish, or revise them as necessary. 

Before a special rate can be established, OPM requires departments and 
agencies to provide evidence that a significant recruitment or retention 
problem is caused by substantially higher private-enterprise rates. 
Departments or agencies initiate requests for new special rate authoriza- 
tions, while OPM initiates the annual review of special pay rates. In both 
cases, OPM requires departments and agencies to submit specific data 
that show the extent to which (1) recruitment and retention problems 
affect staffing levels and (2) federal salaries lag behind private-sector 
salaries. Departments and agencies are also required to show that alter- 
native means, such as improved working conditions, job redesign, and 
training, will not resolve the problem. 

The use of special pay rates has been increasing over the years. In 
March 1984 we reported that the number of employees covered by spe- 
cial rates rose from 8,000 in fiscal year 1977 to almost 34,000 by fiscal 
year 1984.O We reported that the primary reasons for this increase are 
(1) General Schedule pay adjustments at less than the amount needed to 
achieve comparability with private-sector salaries, (2) across-the-board 
instead of grade-by-grade pay adjustments, and (3) geographic and 
occupational variations in private-sector pay that are not recognized in 
the nationwide pay rates provided by the General Schedule. 

EPA employees in a number of occupational series, such as medical b 
officers, printers, and engineers, including Superfund engineers, benefit 
from the special pay rates OPM has approved for these occupations. 
However, according to an official in EPA'S Office of Administration and 
Resources Management, EPA has requested special pay rates only once, 
for the clerk-typist series. I@ EPA has not proposed the establishment of 
special pay rates for other occupational series, such as attorneys or 
chemists, because it could not furnish statistical evidence to show that i 
was experiencing recruitment and retention problems in these series, 
according to this official. 

OFederal White-Collar Special Rate Progranl (GAO/GGD84-64, March 30, 1984). 

“Special pay rates for clerk-typists were recently approved on a regional basis for the cities of Bos 
ton. New York, San Francisco, and Washington, DC. 
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Success of Special Pay 
Rates 

In April 1986 we testified that the special rate program has helped agen- 
ties to be more competitive in certain occupations and labor markets.” 
An example of this would be the special pay rates that are in effect for 
engineers. As shown in figure 4.1, the pay comparability gap for federal 
engineers is smaller than the gaps that exist for federal attorneys and 
chemists, who are not currently covered by special pay rates. 

Nevertheless, in our March 1984 report, we stated that OPM had been 
slow to increase special pay rates, despite agency beliefs that OPM’S deci- 
sions then to limit or deny special rate adjustments were having an 
adverse effect on their operations. ip In contrast, we reported that OPM 

believed its decisions had not harmed the government’s ability to attract 
and retain employees because the slowdown in the economy had mini- 
mized recruitment and retention problems, despite pay disparities. Also 
in 1986, we reported on how the special rates OPM granted over the 
years were too small to overcome the Federal Aviation Administration’s 
police staffing problems at National and Dulles airportsI 

In our April 1986 testimony, we stated that other problems were inher- 
ent in the special rate program. First, the current law authorizing special 
rates does not allow the government to pay starting salaries above the 
tenth step of each grade of the General Schedule. As a result, agencies 
are at a recruiting disadvantage when entry-level salaries are at the 
maximum rate but are still substantially below starting salaries in the 
private sector. For example, special pay rates for engineers, including 
environmental engineers used in the Superfund program, are currently 
at the maximum levels for grades 6,7, and 9. 

Second, the current law does not allow OPM and agencies to use special 
rates to deal with factors other than pay disparities. For example, spe- 
cial rates cannot be authorized to correct staffing problems caused by 
undesirable working conditions and locations, or by differences in fed- 
eral and private-sector premium pay and benefits. 

“General Accounting Office, Federal Pay and Personnel Systems. Statement of Rosslyn S. Kleeman 
before the Subcommittee on Civil Service, Post Office and General Services, Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. Washington, D.C.. April 30, 1986. 

‘“GAOjGGD-84-64. 

“Cnmpensation and Staffing Levels of the FAA Police Force at Washington National and Washington 
Dulles International Airports (GAO/GGD-%-24, May Ii’, 1986) 
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OPM/Navy Demonstration Besides special pay rates, OPM is involved with the Department of the 
Project Navy in an experimental demonstration project at two research labora- 

tories in California, that involves a pay-for-performance compensation 
program. 

The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 authorized OPM t.o conduct experi- 
mental demonstration projects to explore new concepts and approaches 
in personnel management that could enhance the effectiveness and effi- 
ciency of the federal work force. The first experimental project 
approved by OPM was the Department of the Navy’s demonstration pro- 
ject at the Naval Weapons Center in China Lake, California, and at the 
Naval Ocean Systems Center in San Diego, California. 

The China Lake project was initiated in July 1980 to demonstrate that 
the effectiveness of federal laboratories can be enhanced by allowing 
greater managerial control over the personnel function. Specifically, the 
project provides for implementing (1) a simplified and more flexible 
position classification system, (2) an objectives-oriented performance 
appraisal system that is both streamlined and closely integrated with 
organizational objectives, and (3) a pay-for-performance compensation 
program. 

Under the project, the 18 General Schedule grades were combined to 
form 6 pay bands, with each band incorporating at least 2 General 
Schedule grades (e.g., GS-11 and GS-12) directly related to “levels of dif- 
ficulty.” The six broad pay bands were designed to enhance competitive 
recruitment of quality candidates, as well as to allow tangible perform- 
ance-linked pay distinctions between employees. Progression within 
each pay band was to be accomplished through performance appraisal, 
while promotion between pay bands was to follow usual merit promo- 
tion practices. b 

According to a March 1984 report prepared by OPM, the number of 
employees intent on quitting decreased slightly at the demonstration 
laboratories but increased at two control laboratories. Intent to quit 
decreased the most among scientists and engineers at the demonstration 
laboratories, and was significantly lower among high performers than 
among low performers. Turnover at the two demonstration laboratories 
ranged from 6.2 to 6.6 percent, compared with 8.6 to 9.3 percent at the 
two control laboratories. Among scientists and engineers rated outstand- 
ing, turnover was 6.0 to 7.1 percent at the demonstration laboratories, 
compared with 8.7 to 16.8 percent at the control laboratories. 
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In addition, pay satisfaction-which was low at all four laboratories 
prior to 1980-decreased significantly at the control laboratories, while 
increasing slightly at the demonstration laboratories. Employee satisfac- 
tion with extrinsic factors such as supervision, performance appraisal, 
promotion opportunities, and organization climate increased signifi- 
cantly at the demonstration laboratories but only slightly at the control 
laboratories. 

In our March 1986 testimony, we stated that alternative pay systems 
like the China Lake project could be more expensive than the present 
federal pay system. I4 Personnel costs at the demonstration laboratories 
reportedly are almost 6 percent higher than at the control laboratories. 
This is due in part to the higher pay rates offered to new employees to 
compete with private industry. For example, at one of the demonstra- 
tion laboratories, entry-level salaries increased by over 46 percent the 
first year. These higher salaries may be the main reason for the project’s 
popularity. In contrast, DOD and OPM officials assert that the increased 
personnel costs are offset by reduced efforts in administration, classifi- 
cation, and recruiting, plus intrinsic improvements such as higher qual- 
ity work and productivity and better job satisfaction.16 

Furthermore, we stated that if agencies individually develop alternative 
pay programs, sufficient central control will be needed to ensure that 
they do not use pay differences to compete with each other for the same 
employees. If alternative pay systems were established for certain occu- 
pations, agencies would be required to operate dual personnel systems: a 
new system for these occupations and the existing system for other 
white-collar employees. This could create enormous administrative 
problems as varying standards and processes are applied for hiring, 
paying, training, and retaining these personnel. 

Should a need exist for alternative pay systems, it would be preferable 
to establish them not on a skills (occupation) basis, but on an agency-by- 
agency basis, to eventually include all agencies, with central control 
exercised by OPM. l6 Without central control, we foresee a potential for 
inequitable pay and personnel practices. 

14Kkeman, March 19,1986. 

leAs part of our ongoing review of the China Lake project, we are, among other things, examining the 
extent to which any improvements can be attributed to the project. 

‘6Kleeman, April 30, 1986. 
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DOD’s Selective 
Reenlistment Bonus 
Program 

DOD also has a number of special pay programs to attract and retain mili- 
tar-y personnel for hard-to-fill occupations. The selective reenlistment 
bonus program, authorized in 1974, is the primary monetary incentive 
military personnel managers have for inducing people to reenlist in 
occupational specialties that are experiencing chronic shortages or are 
hard to fill. 

In testimony before the Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel, Sen- 
ate Committee on Armed Services, we endorsed the selective reenlist- 
ment bonus program for military personnel because of its management 
flexibility.” Specifically, we stated that the program provides an effec- 
tive retention incentive that can be targeted to specific personnel 
shortfall problems and is therefore a more cost-efficient alternative than 
many others, such as across-the-board pay raises. 

More recently, we reported on the Navy’s use of this program for retain- 
ing personnel.18 Overall, we found that the Navy’s program was well 
managed. We reported that in fiscal year 1984 the Navy, which was the 
largest user of the program, had awarded bonuses to over half (20,525) 
of all personnel with at least 21 months and not more than 10 years of 
service, or to about 29 percent of those eligible to reenlist. These 
bonuses had an average contract value of about $11,340. In addition, the 
Navy awarded bonuses, which averaged $9,190, to 7 percent of the peo- 
ple with 10 to 14 years of service who reenlisted in fiscal year 1984. 

In reviewing these bonuses, we found that the Navy occasionally paid 
bonuses to people who reenlisted in occupational specialties and years- 
of-service zones that were over loo-percent staffed. However, where 
this was done, the future manpower needs of the specialty, taken as a 
whole, were significantly understaffed. We reported that the Navy also b 
authorized bonuses for ratings at experience levels where reenlistment 
rates were already quite high, as in the case of people in certain ratings 
with 10 to 14 years of service. However, the Navy paid these bonuses 
when (1) staffing was considered to be critically short, and retaining 
even a few additional people was important to fleet operations; and (2) 
the marginal cost-the cost of an additional reenlistment-was less 
than the cost to recruit and train a replacement. 

“Military Compensation Issues. Statement of Kenneth J. Coffey before the Subcommittee on Man- 
power and Personnel, Senate &xnmittee on Armed Services. April 7, 1983. 

“Navy Management and Use of the Selective Reenlistment Bonus Program (GAO,!NSIAD86-143, 
Sept. 9, 1986). 
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ConClusions Superfund employees, like federal employees in general, receive less in 
pay than their private-sector counterparts for comparable work, accord- 
ing to the government’s pay survey. This occurs because the alternative 
pay rates proposed by the President, and not disapproved by the Con- 
gress, have been lower than the comparability adjustments indicated by 
the President’s Pay Agent. Moreover, some former Superfund employees 
were able to obtain sizable increases in their annual pay by leaving the 
program for jobs in the private sector. 

OPM'S special pay rates have been successful in narrowing the pay gap in 
selected occupations, and in the process, these rates have helped agen- 
cies to be more competitive and encouraged employees to stay longer. 
However, in some occupations, these special pay rates are now at the 
maximum permitted by law. In addition, we consider the increasing 
growth in the use of this program to be a symptom of, and not a solution 
to, the overall pay comparability issue. Moreover, if this issue were 
resolved, we believe the special rate program could be used more effec- 
tively to address any unique pay problems adversely affecting the 
recruitment and retention of federal employees. 

Among the Superfund technical and scientific occupations we studied, 
only Superfund engineers, like all federal engineers, received special pay 
rates. While EPA could request special rates from OPM for other 
Superfund occupations, it will need to show that (1) it is experiencing 
recruitment and retention problems because of the disparity between 
federal and private-sector pay and (2) alternative means, such as 
improved working conditions, job redesign, and training, will not resolve 
these problems. 

OPM and the Navy’s China Lake demonstration project reportedly have 
helped address pay and retention problems. However, until this project 
is fully tested and evaluated, we believe it would be premature to apply 
its concepts to the entire federal work force, or even to other work set- 
tings, such as Superfund. 

DOD'S reenlistment bonus program has been effective in retaining mili- 
tary personnel. While this concept of bonuses could possibly be used to 
help recruit and retain civilian personnel, we question whether bonuses 
are needed for this purpose, since OPM already has a special pay rate 
program to address these problems. 

EPA is now considering the recommendations of an internal study, which 
called for improving Superfund compensation through bonuses and 
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added fringe benefits. As a  general rule, we have opposed separate pay 
systems for specific employee groups, suggest ing instead that any 
changes be addressed at resolving perceived inequities in the pay sys- 
tem that exist for all federal employees. This approach m inimizes pay 
inequities within the government and precludes providing one agency 
with a  competit ive advantage over others in recruiting the same employ- 
ees. W e  would not be opposed, however, to any changes that EPA m ight 
make in its internal awards, provided the changes are permissible under 
the present pay and compensat ion system applicable to all federal 
employees. 
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Superfmd Employees Need More Training 

Superfund employees believe they need more training to effectively 
carry out Superfund response actions, according to respondents to our 
survey and a special study done by EPA. Remedial design and action, cost 
recovery, and legal case development were just some of the areas in 
which employees voiced the need for additional training. 

Superfund employees who responded to our questionnaire and program 
managers we interviewed had mixed views on the Superfund training 
now available. While many of them were satisfied, many identified 
problems in such areas as course content and delivery, management 
commitment to training, and the time employees have available to 
attend training. 

EPA is developing a more structured and organized training program 
that, if fully implemented, should resolve most of these problems. In 
addition, staffing is being increased, which may help lighten employee 
work loads, thereby providing employees with more time to attend 
training. Training funds budgeted for Superfund have also been sub- 
stantially increased. 

How Superfund 
Employees Are 
Traiqed 

EPA'S training for Superfund employees consists of on-the-job training 
(OJT) and a wide variety of courses sponsored by headquarters and the 
regions. We found that courses are generally taken at the initiation of 
the employee, the encouragement of the supervisor, or the requirement 
Of EPA. 

According to some program managers, OJT is the primary vehicle for 
training new employees. Most OJT occurs when an employee works with 
a more senior employee until the former becomes familiar with the pro- 
gram. This can take as little as 3 months to as much as a year, depending 
on the position involved and the experience level of the new employee. 
For example, an employee entering as a grade 9 would usually require 
more training than someone entering as a grade 13. 

EPA provides a substantial variety of training courses for Superfund 
employees. The courses offered cover the following four areas: (1) man- 
agement, law, and administration; (2) safety; (3) program and operation; 
and (4) technical and scientific matters. Each quarter OSWER issues a 
training calendar that lists the courses available to all hazardous waste 
staff and a course catalog containing detailed information on the subject 
matter and type of course presentation. 
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In addition, EPA has established a number of required courses for its 
remedial project managers and on-scene coordinators. These required 
courses are listed in table 5.1. (Some of the additional courses available 
from EPA are shown in table 5.5.) 

Table 5.1: Required Courses for 
Remedial ProJect Managers and On- 
Scene Coordinators 

Courses 
Personal Protection and Safety 
Project Officer Certiflcatlon 
Grants Management 
Superfund Orientation 
Community Retatlons 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibhty Studya 
Construction Managementa 
Hazardous Materials Incident Response Operation9 

aNot reqwred for on-scene coordinators 

bNot required for remedial project managers 
Source. EPA. 

During fiscal years 1985 and 1986, OSWER conducted about 300 hazard- 
ous waste training sessions in a variety of courses. About 17,000 staff 
from EPA, state and local governments, other federal agencies, and con- 
sultants attended these sessions. EPA was not able to provide us with 
separate data on the number of Superfund employees who participated 
in these training sessions. 

Our survey of 526. current Superfund employees showed that the train- 
ing courses they attended increased somewhat during fiscal years 1985 
and 1986. In those 2 years, they attended an average of about 1.8 and 
2.3 training courses and spent an average of about 7 and 8 days, respec- 
tively. Seventeen percent of the current employees had not taken any 
courses in fiscal year 1986, compared with 26 percent in fiscal year b 
1986. 

Needs of Superfund 
Err;lployees 

needed additional training on Superfund tasks, many of them in several 
areas. EPA'S Superfund work force planning project also found that 
employees needed additional training on Superfund tasks. In addition, 
this project identified the knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAS) that 
employees needed to improve relative to these tasks, as well as 
employee interest in attending EPA'S present training courses. While 
EPA'S present training courses provide some of the types of training 
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employees need, some courses may need to be revised or new courses 
developed. 

Empldyees Need More 
Training to Carry Out 
Super[und Tasks 

I 

In our questionnaire we asked current Superfund employees to indicate 
which of 18 Superfund tasks they performed and whether their training 
for that task, including OJT, is at a level they feel they need to be com- 
fortable working on that task. On the basis of these responses, 61 per- 
cent of current employees said they needed training on at least one task; 
about 38 percent needed training on at least three tasks.’ Table 5.2 
shows the percentage of current employees who felt a need for training, 
by number of tasks. 

Tabls 5.i: Percentage of Current 
Employ& Naedlng Training, by Number 
of Bupeflund Task8 Number of tasks requiring training 

Percentage 
of respondents 

None 39 
One 11 
TWO 12 
Three 8 
Four 7 -- 
Five or more 23 
Total 100 

I 

The areas in which training was most often thought needed were reme- 
dial design and action, contracts management, negotiations and settle- 
ments, legal case development, and cost recovery. As shown in table 5.3, 
at least 20 percent of current employees indicated that they needed 
training in each of these areas. 

‘Employees can work on several tasks and therefore have a need for training on more than one task. 
Table 6.3 shows the 18 tssks included in our questionnaire. 
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TaQle 5.3: Current Employees’ Training 
Needs by Superfund Tasks 

I 

Perce~t~g~oo~~~hnicel 
P Y 

Workln 
e 

Requiring 
lark on tas training 
Remedial design 41 29 
Remedial action 45 27 
Contracts management 66 25 
Negotiations and settlements 54 22 
Legal case development 45 21 
Cost recovery 41 20 
Remedial investigations and feasibility studies 50 18 
State and liaison programs 49 18 
Oversight of responsible parties 45 17 - 
Administrative orders 48 16 
ldentiflcation of responsible parties 44 16 
On-scene monitoring and oversight 33 15 
Removal actions 30 13 
Removal investlgatlons 28 11 
Site inspection 30 9 
Federal facilities oversight 20 9 
Legal consultation 30 8 
Preliminary assessment 29 8 

Tdaining Needs Identified 
bg EPA’s Superfund Work 
Farce Planning Project 

, 

EPA’S Superfund work force planning project, which was completed in 
January 1987 (see ch. 2), also indicated that employees had a desire for 
more training on Superfund tasks in order to perform them more effec- 
tively. The project surveyed 1,632 Superfund employees from all occu- 
pations who charged 26 percent or more of their work time to 
Superfund; responses were received from 1,282 employees (84 percent). 
From the 29 tasks on which respondents were asked to comment,2 
respondents desired training on an average of 7 tasks. On average, 62 
percent of the respondents indicated that they needed training for more 
effective performance. 

The eight areas in which employees most often expressed a need for 
training included procurement/contracts, remedial investigation and 
feasibility studies, remedial action, remedial design, negotiations and 
settlements, quality control and assurance, responsible-party oversight, 

‘These 29 tasks included 16 of the 18 tasks covered by our questionnaire. 
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and cost recovery. These included the three areas most often identified 
in our survey. 

Varicpus Types of Training The project also concluded that training should focus on helping 
Are Needed Superfund staff acquire the KSAS necessary to accomplish critical 

Superfund tasks. On the basis of surveys of program managers, the pro- 
ject identified nine critical tasks (see ch. 2) and the K.SAS required to 
carry them out. The project then compared these KG with those pos- 
sessed by the Super-fund employees surveyed to identify the KSAS cur- 
rent staff need to acquire or expand in order to perform their work well. 
The KSAS in which improvement will be required are shown in table 6.4. 
In addition, the project also identified the KSAS that will need to be 
acquired or expanded through position-specific training for key posi- 
tions required to carry out these critical tasks. 

.4: Knowledge, Skills, and Abllltles That Will Require Improvement for Critical Superfund Tasks 
Knc(wledge of Skills in Ability to 

1. Industnal processes and environmental 
loss s 

t” 
2 On 

9 

ology, toxicology, brotechnology. 
eco ogy and related drscrplines. 

3. Cur ent concepts and practices in organic 
the istry. 

in 
4. rogeology and groundwater 

ement variables. 

1. Using latest developments for treating 
hazardous materials. 

2 Managing chemical risk assessment 
projects 

3. Developing regulatory packages. 

4. Conducting interviews, investigations, 
and document searches and preparing/ 
presenting evidence. 

5. Using investigatrve techniques 

6. Reviewing, evaluating, and modifying 
clean-up treatment techniques. 

7. Designing and modifying treatment 
processes and making adjustments for 
on-site application. 

1 Plan, organize, and execute analytical and 
technical studies. 

2. Administer environmental regulations for 
chemical substances. 

3. Develop policies and guidelines 
applrcable to state programs 

4. Analyze budget issues. 

5. Provide technical guidance on health and 
envrronmental risk of toxic substances. 

Source: EPA’s January 1997 Superfund work force plannmg project report 

Besides identifying tasks and KSAS in which additional training was 
needed, the project identified the demand for specific training courses 
and the reasons employees desired these courses. For the most part, the 
majority of respondents wanted this training to become more effective 
in their current positions. Table 6.6 shows the percentage of project 
respondents who desired training in specific areas or courses, and the 
percentage who desired this training to perform more effectively. 

Page 75 GAO/RCED-8fSl Superf’und Work Force Issues 



Chapter 5 
Supml’und Fmployees Need More Training 

Table 6.5: Superfund Employee Needs 
for Avallable Training Areas 

Training need area 
Other reaulatlons that affect SuDerfund rxoarams 

Percentage 2 project 
respondents 

Citing 
effective 

performance Wanting 
training a5 reabon’ 

47 74 
Superfund regulations 53 72 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act regulations 54 66 
Groundwater-related training 46 65 
Project management 41 61 
Time management 39 61 
Risk management 38 61 
Field monitorina technoloales 38 57 
Clean-up technologies 49 52 
Stress management 37 52 
Remedial engineering 29 52 
Construction manaqement 22 52 
Contingency planning 21 50 
Emergency response mitigation techniques and practices 

“As a percentage of lhose wanting training 
Source EPA’s January 1987 Superfund work force planning project 

30 47 

The Superfund work force planning project recommended that EPA (1) 
review and assess both the training needs and the staffs’ training 
desires identified by this project in designing new or modifying existing 
training courses, (2) devote training resources to carrying out those 
functions that will become increasingly more important aspects of 
Superfund operations-management and administration and procure- 
ment and contracts management, (3) consider the KSAS identified by pro- 
gram managers in establishing essential areas to be covered in course 
content, and (4) devote special training efforts to raising the level of 
KSAs for critical tasks among incumbents in key Superfund positions. 

OSWER plans to consider the project’s findings in connection with its 
ongoing efforts to develop a structured training program, discussed later 
in this chapter. 
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Employees and In addition to citing a need for more training, current employees and 

Program Managers 
program managers had mixed views on Superfund training. Most 
employees and managers expressed satisfaction with the training 

Have Mixed Views on received, yet many also identified problems pertaining to (1) course con- 

Sup&fund Training tent and delivery, (2) training program structure and management com- 
mitment to training, (3) the heavy Superfund work load, and (4) budget 
restrictions on training. 

Satisfaction W ith Present As shown in table 5.6, our survey showed that current employees were 
Training Program generally more satisfied than dissatisfied with the EPA training courses 

taken and the OJT they received. However, more employees were satis- 
fied with EPA training courses than with OJT. 

Table Lb: Current Employee Sstlbfaction 
Wlth Superfund Tralning Percentage of employee8 

Very or Neither Very or 

Type of training 
generally Batibtied nor 
satisfied di888tiBtied 

generally 
dissatisfied 

Training courses 58 25 17 
On-the-job trammg 44 23 33 

For the most part, the program managers we interviewed also were sat- 
isfied with the training employees received. Most of the headquarters 
branch chiefs stated that Superfund-related training, including OJT, pro- 
vided employees with the skills needed to carry out the program. They 
did state that more training would be preferable, especially for new 
employees. Program managers in the six regions were also generally sat- 
isfied with the training employees received. 

e Content and Our survey of current technical employees showed that about half 
believed that some of the courses offered by EPA are not specific to 
Super-fund tasks. Program managers at four of the six regions also had 
concerns with the training courses available from EPA. These concerns 
fell into two areas. 

First, more courses are needed that are directly applicable to Superfund 
response actions; currently, some courses are too general. As an exam- 
ple, one regional official stated that the region had sent its project mana- 
gers to a training course in contracts management, as directed by 
headquarters. However, project managers found that the course mate- 
rial was not applicable to Superfund work. 
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Second, courses need to be better publicized and offered more frequently 
and on a regularly scheduled basis. In addition, about half of the current 
employees also believed that the courses offered are not well-publicized. 
OSWER issues a quarterly calendar showing the dates and places that 
various training courses will be held, but these calendars are only sent 
to office and division directors, branch chiefs, training coordinators, and 
others who have expressed an interest in obtaining them. Consequently, 
some employees may learn too late-or not at all-as to the dates vari- 
ous courses are to be held. OSWFB, however, plans to develop a regular 
schedule for its various course offerings as part of its ongoing efforts to 
develop a structured and organized training program. 

- 
Program Organization and In the six regions, several program managers stated that training was an 
Stfucture and Management area that needed to be better organized and structured. For example, 

C+nmitment one unit chief said that there was no formal program. In another region, 
officials stated that training should be formalized and consistent nation- 
ally. In yet another region, the Superfund branch chief said that training 
could be better organized and that it should be given top priority at the 
national level. 

Our survey also showed that 32 percent of current employees consid- 
ered management’s lack of commitment to training a hindrance to their 
obtaining needed training. According to OSWER'S training coordinator, 
management has not been sufficiently committed to meeting the increas- 
ing demands for training at the regional and state levels, even though 
current activities have been useful in providing critical training in sev- 
eral areas. He stated that training has not been anyone’s priority and 
although top management says there is a need for training, management 
has not yet provided the staff necessary to manage an effective training 
program. b 

W rk Load and Funding Of the seven problems our questionnaire presented to current employ- 
ees, the heavy Superfund work load was the one problem that most hin- 
dered employees from obtaining needed training. In all, 77 percent of 
current employee respondents believed the following statement was 

I 
I somewhat or very true: “My work load is too heavy to allow me time to 

take courses.” About one-third believed this statement was very true. In 
addition, 35 percent of current employees said they had supervisors 
who lacked the time to provide needed OJT. 
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Program managers at five of the six regions as well as program officials 
at EPA headquarters also said that the heavy work load in the Superfund 
program was a constraint to training. Moreover, some of these officials 
stated that the heavy work load would become more severe with the 
reauthorization of the Superfund program. Some of them indicated that 
if they were given additional FI’ES, more staff could be released from 
their duties to take needed training. As noted in chapter 2, staffing 
levels for the Superfund program were increased significantly for fiscal 
year 1987, but EPA did not expect that it would be able to fill many of 
these positions that year. 

In addition, funds were not always available to provide employees with 
needed training. Over half (56 percent) of current employees believed 
that budget restrictions prevent them from obtaining needed training. 
Funding also was considered somewhat of a problem by managers in 
two of the six regions. For example, in one of the regions, the Superfund 
branch chief stated that the funding allocated to training should be 
increased and that employees should be allowed to take more training 
from external sources. Specifically, this official said that the region 
should encourage its employees to take more graduate level college 
courses and provide more funds to do this. 

Training funds for the Superfund program were substantially reduced 
during fiscal year 1986 because of the delays encountered in the pro- 
gram’s reauthorization. For example, OSWER had $4.7 million budgeted 
for training in fiscal year 1986, but only about $2.8 million of this was 
actually spent. The remainder was reprogrammed to fund other 
Superfund activities until the program could be reauthorized. As a 
result, there were no training funds available from OSWER during the sec- 
ond or third quarters of the fiscal year. However, for fiscal years 1987 
and 1988, OSwER has budgeted $6.7 million and $8.7 million, respec- 
tively. Besides the training funds made available by OSWER, which pays 
for headquarters and regional staff training, the regions also have other 
funds available that can be used in support of Superfund training. 

I 

EPA Efforts to 
Improve Superfund 

Trafning 

In response to a recognized need for additional training in the hazardous 
waste area, including Superfund, the Assistant Administrator, OSWER, 
established a training work group in January 1985. Its goal was to 
ensure that EPA headquarters, regional, and state personnel in the haz- 
ardous and solid waste programs receive the training necessary to con- 
duct their functions effectively. One of the group’s key activities was to 
develop and issue a training strategy for OSWER. 
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OSWER’S training strategy report, prepared by International Business Ser- 
vices, Inc., Washington, D.C., and issued in February 1986, found a 
number of problems with the organization and structure for carrying 
out Superfund training. Specifically, the report stated that there was no 
consistency in the training approach within OSWER’S program offices in 
that only one of it.s three program offices had an established training 
organization. The report also noted a general lack of commitment to 
training, as evidenced by the resources (staffing and funds) devoted to 
training during fiscal year 1985. It attributed these problems to the lack 
of a comprehensive training plan or strategy. 

In addition, in addressing the training needs identified in OSWER’S fiscal 
year 1986 needs assessment, the training strategy report cited a need 
for 

. an enhanced commitment to training and that OSWER must assume 
responsibility for training oversight and assistance; 

. an expanded national training strategy to provide a program built on 
functional responsibility and program objectives and oriented toward 
user needs and performance improvement; 

l mechanisms to provide wider dissemination of training in the most cost- 
efficient manner, which will require greater coordination both within 
OSWER and’other EPA offices and federal agencies; and 

. meeting the changing requirements for training inherent in then-pending 
legislation for reauthorizing the Superfund program. 

The training strategy report presented a series of recommendations to 
improve training program operations by implementing a st,ructured 
OWER-wide training program, based on improving performance and 
enhancing OSWER’S capability to meet training needs. Consistent with the b 
report’s recommendations, the training work group has undertaken or 
plans to undertake the following activities: 

. Developing a document outlining policies, procedures, and roles and 
responsibilities for the OSWER training organization and the management 
of training resources. 

. Developing an OSU’ER management plan containing detailed work plans 
and rationale for activities to be conducted in implementing the 
strategy. 

. Conducting an overall curriculum review and modifying the courses 
and/or developing new courses as needed. (This effort is to draw on the 
findings of the Superfund work force planning project.) 
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. 

. 
I 

. 

. 

Developing and implementing a course monitoring and evaluation sys- 
tem to assess the impact of training on actual job performance. 
Establishing a regular or periodic needs assessment, process to determine 
future and emerging training needs. 
Coordinating interagency and intra-agency training activities to maxi- 
mize the effectiveness of training resources. 
Continuing ongoing support in the areas of production of the quarterly 
training calendar, courses currently under development, and the ground- 
water training project. (This is to include establishing a regular schedule 
for 0swER’s various course offerings.) 

OSWER'S proposed training policies and procedures, which were issued in 
draft in January 1987! consolidate OSWER training guidance into one 
basic document. The draft provides a clear definition of the training 
responsibilities of various organizational entities and sets forth policies 
and establishes procedures for various training and Waining-related 
activities. 

OWEH’S training implementation plan, issued in April 1987, identifies 
the major projects and activities that need to be conducted over the next 
2 years to implement the structured training program called for in 
OSWEH’S training strategy report. These projects/activities were sepa- 
rated into four major areas: organization and structure (training man- 
agement), curriculum and course development, training delivery 
mechanisms, and monitoring and evaluation. 

According to the OSWER training coordinator, although management has 
approved the management implementation plan, the policy document 
was still under review as of May 8, 1987. This official voiced the opinion 
t,hat management’s commitment to Waining will become evident when 
management approves and decides on a le\,el of funding to implement 
the policy document,. 

I 

Conclusions Superfund employees need more training to help them effectively carry 
out response actions, according to our survey and an EPA study. How- 
ever, present Superfund training courses may have to be revised or new 
courses developed if these needs are to be met. 

EPA recognizes that it needs a more structured and organized training 
program to better meet the training needs of Superfund employees. 
Plans and policies have already been drafted to provide a focused and 
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coordinated program, an improved training capacity, and stronger com- 
mitment to training. If effectively implemented and funded, these plans 
and policies should help resolve problems regarding course content and 
delivery, organization and structure, and management commitment. 

While training funds were scarce during fiscal year 1986, this appears 
to have been a temporary problem associated with delays in the pro- 
gram’s reauthorization. Superfund staffing was increased significantly 
for fiscal year 1987. But unless these increases are used to relieve 
employee work load, employees could still have a problem obtaining 
needed training. 

Recommendation To meet present as well as future training needs, we recommend that the 
Administrator, EPA, direct OSWER to implement its plans and proposed 
policies for improving the Superfund training program. 

Agency Comments and EPA’S Acting Assistant Administrator (OPPE) stated that EPA has already 

Ox Evaluation 
recognized the need for a more formal, structured national Superfund 
training program intended to improve job performance and that efforts 
are currently underway to implement our recommendation (see app. IV). 
He stated that OSWER created the Office of Program Management and 
Technology earlier this year, which has begun implementation of recom- 
mendations in the OSWER Training Strategy and the Superfund work 
force planning project. He added that training strategy recommenda- 
tions are scheduled for full implementation in fiscal year 1988 and the 
Superfund work force planning project recommendations are planned 
for full implementation in fiscal year 1989. 

In addition, the Acting Assistant Administrator stated that the Adminis- 
trator is strongly committed to the recommended employee training and 
technology transfer and has established a formal work group to examine 
training and technology transfer activities Agency-wide. Furthermore, 
he stated that the accomplishments in the Superfund program based on 
the work group’s recommendations serve as models for the Agency. 

, 

We support EPA’S efforts to improve its Superfund training program. As 
previously stated, these efforts, if effectively implemented and funded, 
should resolve the problems we found. 
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bzey of EPA Superfund Staffing and 
Compensation -Current Employees 

.- 

U.S. QENERAL ACCOUNTINO OFFICE 
S”R”m OF EPA SUPERFUND STAFFINO AND COMPENSATION - CURRENT EMPLOYEES 

INTRODUCTION (l-4) 
1 (5) 

Tha U.S. Congros, requires that the Gon- 
era1 Accounting Office (GAO) rovim.~ 
employee turwavor and staffi” and 

m (6-11) 

training needs in the EnvIronme”tal Pro- 1. Do you currently work in the 

tactiolr Aga”cy’s Superfund program. As Superfund program an averago of at least 

. current amployea of the Superfwrd pro- eight hours per week? (CHECK ONE) 

gram, your attitudes are important for (12) 

us to got a broad roprosontatio” of N- 526 
vlewr about this issue. Pleaso take a , , 100.0yos - GO TO oUESTIGN 2 
few mi”utos to fill out this question- 
nalro and return it i” the enclosed 2. 0.ott.Y (PLEASE EXPLAIN) 
post-paid envolopo. Your assistance is 
very much appreciated. 

Bocauso we want your candid answers, wo I If you chocked 2. please STOP HERE 1 
are providing a plodgo of confiden- 1 and return the questionnaire 1” tho 1 

tia1ity. This mea”s that your answers I envelope Provided. Thwk YOU. I 
will u,evor bo reported in any way that 
could identify you personally. 

2. Overall. how satisfied or 
Tom Storm will bo glad to talk ulth you dissat!sfiod are you with your job in 
If you have any questIons about this the Superfund program? (CHECK ONE) 

survey. Please call him at (FTS) (13) 

JIZ-4326 or collect at (202) 362-4326. N= 517 
If tha return PIWP~O~O Is misplaced, 1. lg.3 Very satisfied 
please setId your completed questioalnalro 
to: 2.55.7 Generally satisfied 

Tom Storm 3. 13.7 Neither satisfied 
U.S. General Accounting Office “or dissatisfied 
441 0 Street NW. Room 4476 
Washingtan, DC 20548 4. 8.7 Generally dissatisfied 

Your respo”so witlri” two weeks will help 
us evold costly follow-up mailings. 

5. 2.5 Very dicsatisficd 

Thank you for your help. 

1 
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Survey of EPA Superfimd StafThg and 
Compenaatlon-Cunvnt Rmployees 

5. How strongly do you rgrsm or dlsagroo wlth the follow\ng statements? (CHECK ONE 
FOR EACH STATEMENT) 

(14-20) 

?lClTllCR 
AGREE DOESN'T 

STROIIGLY GENERALLY NOR CEIIERALLY SlRONGLY APPLY 

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE TO blc 

(I) It) (J) (4) (5) (6) - 

a. 1 like uorklng for Superfund I I I I II 
because of tho lmportwco of I I 
Its mlsslon, that 19, uorkllrgl 62.9 I 30.9 i 5.3 i 0.6 I 0.4 

II I 

toward a batter cnvtronment. I I I 
1; 0.0 1 

N=525 I I I II 

b. Hy uort @wlronmel,t rllo~~s mei I 
I 

I I 
to conduct my dutlr. 111 . 1 

1 11.7 : 19.3 ! 12.6 
1: 

I 

1 16.4 1 39.0 

I 
profcsslonrl manneC. II 0.2 I 
N-523 I I L 

e. The amount of paperwork re- I I ---+-++ 
qulred for my Job hurts ths I 

1 20.4 I 34.1 
I I 

: 2.3 
II I 

progress of my Jupcrfund I 24.8 1 16.2 II 2.3 I 
f;l;;J;c’s. I 

I -LI__I__LI:___I 
d. I spand too much time on 14orkI 

that should be dono by I I I I I II I’ 
clorical/Jdmilll~tl.ativo 

I I 
I I I II 

staff. 29.3 30.1 I 15.9 I 17.6 , 4.4 11 2.1 ; 

N=522 I p-4+-’ 
0. The amount of t lmp I have to I 

complete my war-k Is usually I 4 z  I 
ado uato. 

a 
I * 139.3 

I 
, 12.2 

I 
, 29.0 

I 
1 14.9 

II I 
II Om4 I 

N-52 I---JI2II 
f. My travel for Superfund kocpsl 

ma away from home more than I t I I : II I 

I like. 
N-523 

1 2.9 1 7.8 I 27.5 1 33.3 1 17.2 II II.3 I 
1 I I I 

g. 1 attend too many corwnity I I I I +--+---! 

Ileot1ngs. I 1.1 1 I.9 I 18.7 
N3 576 

1 24.8 ( 16.0 );37.4 1 

2 
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4. Pleasa lndlcstm b.lou how matlmfled w dlssatlsfled you arm at the ProSant tlmo 
ulth l ch of thm folloulng. (CHECK ONE FOR EACH ITEM) 

CZl-SO) 
11ClllILR 

SATISFIED 
VERY GENCRALLY NOR GENERALLY VERY DOESt4’1 

SATIS- SATIS- DISSATIS- 
FlED FIED FIED 

DISSATIS- DISSATIS- ;'o';; 
FIED FIED 

(0 (2) CJ) (4) (5) (6). 

a. Your salary I 2.5 I 32.0 I 14.2 I N-473 1 1 I I 33.6 I 16.9 0.0 I 1: ; 
b. Frlngo bmoflts avallablol I I II 

to you (Including rotlro-1 9.2 ) 54.3 I 15.9 I 15.5 I 4.6 11 0.4 I 
N=521montlIsave.!davs3 I I I I 

c. 

N-520 

Opportunlttas for I 
ronltlon I.9 

I 
23.1 

I 

16.9 

I 35.8 %z-+----l ' 1.0 
,, 

I N.521d. Your Immodtata f 27.6 I 42.0 I 13.8 1 0.0 1 6.9 II 0.0 I su~~rvl sop I 

. . Amount of rccogllitlon you1 
recalvo from EPA for good1 6.8 ; 37.1 ; 14.0 I 27.4 ; ;I 13.7 0.2 

N-526 work performance I I I I II 1 
f. EPA rpglonal managemant I 3.7 I 32.1 1 26.3 1 20.4 1 9.0 II 8.5 N-520 I II ; 

g. Program guidance from I I I N-524 EPA hradouartws I I.0 , 23.3 1 26.3 1 31.5 I , 11.1 1; 6.9 1 

11. Condi tlons of vow I I I I I II I 
physical work &ironnenti i I 

N=525 
(space, condition of I 3.2 I 24.2 II.0 I 26.1 35.4 1; 0.0 i , 

facilitlrs, etc.1 
I I I I I II 

t. Utlllration of your I 6.3 I Na525 tcrchnlcal &\llr I I 50.3 I I I 4.0 ! I 17.3 14.7 7.4 ; I 

N m 522J- Progress ma& In cleanfllgl 2.7 I 24.1 I 22.4 1 33.9 1 13.6 II 3.3 
UP hazardous waste 

k. PIPPSO add any othor aspects of y our Job that you uould like to mention. (JO 

63.9 - Had no comments 
36.1 - Had comments 

N-526 

1.43.4 Yes -- GO TO IlEXr CUESTlOfl 

2.56.6 flo -- SKIP TO CllE511(111 9 
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AppendI% I 
Survey of EPA Supert’und Staffing and 
Cumpensation-Current Employees 

7. Ilou long .go did you most r=antlV 
look for . job outsIda of Sparfund. 
ov.n If It Y.S mothar EPA job? (CHECK 
ONI!) 

w-221 (Jb) 

1.67.51 wonthe .90 or Iem 

2. 19.37 to 12 mollths a90 

1. 9.6 13 to 24 months a90 

4. 3.5Horm than 2 years a90 

8. Hou much of a reason, If any , was 0ach 0f the f01!0rlllg In your dccis!on 
to look at other JobsI (CIIECK ONE,  FOR EACH IlEM) (JS-65) 

4. TmmedIrte lncrearo fn salary 

N-717 
b. Better bolrcrfils (rctlrmcl~t, 

Insur’anco, r4tc.a 
N-228 

C. More opportunity for future 
advawrmrnt 
N-226 

d. HPU work location 
N-726 

than P to another carcw 
O-  N.2i3 

t. llncortalnty ovar Supcrfulld 
ronuthorlratton 
N-225 

9. ',o;;;ny levels of rovlcu I 

EIAJOR MINOR II01 A DOES HOT 

REASON REASON REASON APPLY 70 Mt? 
(1) (2) rs) (4) 

I 
1 52.9 ) 27.3 

I 19.4 ‘I 0.6 
I 

I’ 17.1 I 25.4 I 
-L 

55.7 II I.8 
i 

t 71.7 I 17.7 I Ii I' 
I 'o*2 JLo-4--l 

I 19.5 I 20.8 

I - 
L-+.2+ -&+ I 

15.6 1 16.5 6. 
I ,LI 

! 8.0 I 20.9 
I II 
1 68.9 II 2.2 I 

1 I II 

I 20.8 I 29.2 I 40.2 II 1.8 I 

55.5 - lI.ld no conmwnt J 
44.5 llad co:wwnt I 

N=i29 

(46) 

4 
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Appendix I 
Survey of EPA Superfbnd St&lug and 
Compenaation--Curre nt Employees 

9. Hou uould you drscrlbe your moral. 1s. Of all the ovsrtlme how-e you 
l m l member of tha Suparfund rtaff? reported In the provlous quostlon. what 
(CHECK ONE1 (47) porcontege are for Superfund Job 
N-52b responrlbll~tlor? (IF NONE, ENTER ZERO 

1. 9.9 Vory hl9h AND SKIP TO WESTION 15.) 

2. 36.1 HlSh (56-56) 
It* 3 of d ovortlme hours for 

5. 34.5 mvora98 Superfund responsibilltlor 

4. 14-l LOW AND 

5. b.dVory Ion 

6. 0.6 Uncartaln 

(59-61) 
t* R of unpaid ovcrtlme hours for 

Superfund responsibilitler 

7. 0.0 No basis to Judge 

10. Are you employed full time In the 
fuporfund program? (CHECK ONE) 
N-526 (41) 

f . 14 .o Yes - SKIP 10 I2 

2. 26.0 No - Go To NEXT QUESTION 

11. Sltrco October 1, 1915, what 
percontago of your regular GO-hour uork 
uook have you spent on Superfund 
activities? (ROUND TO NEAREST IIHOLIZ 
PERCENTAGE) 

N=13b (49-51) 
Range-.I-I.0 

-- x of regular hours on Superfund 

Mean- .5f 

12. 
Media - 5d 

How nlany Yl k ours a WCC , on tho 
average, have you worlcd ovortfme since 
October 1, l9SSI GIvo raid and unpaid 
extra Irours P?parat@ly. (IF I:ONE, ENTER 
ZERO AND SKlP TO CUCST~ON 15) 

16. To the number of hours that you 
1,ot.k In excess of your regular duty 
hours more than you like, less than you 
would like. or about the’rtght amount? 
(CHECK ONE FOR EACti TYPE OF OVERTIFIE) 

(62-65) 

I. 

2. 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

rluch more than 
I like 
SomcwlIat more tllan 
I like 
About the right 
Jmoullt 
Somea,llat less than 
I uould like 
Much less than 
I wruld like 
No basis to Judge 
uot applicable 

N-412 
Fhlgc -0-40 AND E:cxl~l.71 

PAID 
OVERT If.l< 

I 

UNPAID 
OVERllM~ 

I I 
I *+ -I 
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Appendix I 
8urveyofEPABupmPundStaftlngand 
C~mpeuastlon-Current Employeea 

u (I-41 
2 (5) 

WORK LOAD WWJ. (b-11) 

15. Overall, do you Cm01 that your 17. How lnany Superfund employees work 
currmnt Superfund work load Ia too in your mitt (GIVE FULL-TIME 
heavy, too light, or Jurt about right? EQUIVALENT NUMBER. FOR EXAMPLE, IF TWO 

1 CHECK ONE) PEOPLE WORK HALF-TIME, COUNT THAT AS ONE 

N-522 (121 PERSON.1 

N-507 Mean=13.21 (14-19) 
1. 21.3Much too howy Range-O-200 Median- 10 

__ pcoplo 
2. 38.9 fonruhat too heavy 

5.30.7 Just about right 18. Do you fael that your unit 
currently needs additional empl~yc@s? 

4. 6.7Somcuhat too llght (CHECK ONE) 
(203 

5. o-8 Much too Ilglrt 
N=522 

1. 62.3 Doffnitely yeo 

1 

CO TO 

‘.7 Don’t knori 110 bas!e to Judge 
IIEXT 

6. 2. 20.1 Probably yes QUESllDN 

J. 6-5 Ulrcel-tain 
16. Ifiat Is the primary fuwztlon of 
your Iark unit? (CHECK ONE1 4. 6.1 Probably no 

N-524 
(1s) SKIP IO 20 

5. 1.3 Definitely no 
1. 0.8 Removal 

2. 19-I Ramcdial 

S.23*5 E~~forcomont 

9. 5.2 Cmmorgoncy rosponsm 

5. 4.0 Cwcwrl Ccunrel 

6. 6.6 Cpntracts/gr;lnts edminlstrat!on 

7. 7.8 Program nana~mwntfsuyprt 

8.13.~ fnvlronn0ntal servlc~s 

9.13.4 O~lm- (rlEASE SI'ECIFY) 

6. 
l- 

3.6 NO BASIS TO JUDGE 

19. Ho14 many additfonal smployaes do49 
your unit need1 (GIVE FULL-TIHC 
EQUIVALENT NUEIDER. FOR EXAMPLE, IF 1140 
PEOPLE 140RK HALF-TINE, COUNT THAT AS ONE 
PERSON. 3 

N=414 Mean= 5.70 (:l-is) 

Rangc=.l-60 Median- 4 
___ pZ”plP 

6 
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Appendix I 
Survey of EPA Superfund Staffing and 
Compen.5ation-Cw=re nt Employees 

USE OF SKILLED PERSONNEL 

20. For ooch typo of oklllod porsonnol llstod below pleaso chock Column * to 
lndlcoto uhothor or not you nood l srlotanco from that typo of person to occompl’gh 
the Suporfund to&m to uhlch you are currently asslgnod. If You don’t noad that tYPo 
of oklllod porsonnol, &Ip to the next typo. 1f you & nood that typss ploasm check 
column B to ohou whether or not obtolnlng tho rervlcos of that tYPo of Porsonnole 
olthor from contractors or u!thin EPA, has boon l problem. (26-41) 

1 IF COLUMN A IS "YES". ANSWR COLUMN B 1 

(A) (8) 

Is help from this Has obtaintng help from 
typo of skilled such per~o~r~rel been a 

person needed for problem? 

your tasks? (CHECK ONE) 

(CHECK ONE) MAJOR MINOR NOT A 
YES NO PRODLEH PROBLEM PROBLEM 
(13 (2) (0 (2) (J) 

l . Wrolosfst Nm462,336 I I 
26.2 1; 

I I 
, 73.6 , 20.8 , 43.2 , 36.0 

0. Toxlcologlst N-4541326 I 72.0 I 28.0 if I 
24.5 , 

I 
37.4 , 38.0 I 

d. Civil onglnmr N=434/243 I 56.0 I , 44.0 1; 8.6 124.7 ) 66.7 ; 

0. soils~geotGxlrlrlcal ongrl1@@~,43~/2sg I sg g I 
, 40.1 1; 13.9 I 

. 40.5 I 45.6 
1 

f. tnS!nPWtng 9COlOgiSt ~&,30/233 I , 53.3 ; 46.7 1; 10.3 1 37..3 I 52.4 1 

9. Chm(st N&,68/361 1 78.8 1 21.2 ;I 19.9 1 31.9 1 40.2 
I 

h. Chemical englncer N=&30/238 I 55.3 I 44.1;; 12.6 I 29.4 I 58.0 ; 

I. Industrial hygtanlst N-4,3,,76 I I II , 41.2 , 58.8 ,, 20.5 ! 33.0 I , 46.6. ! 
J. Nhat other skilled rarsowal have you had problems gaining access to ih order 
to accomplish your Suparfulrd taskst 

59.0 - Had IJO comment8 (42) 
4 I .O - Had comments 

N-524 
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Appendix I 
Survey of EPA Superfund StafYlng and 
Compeluration-Current Employees 

21. Sowa poopla have muggestod Zb. Doas your roglon currently haw 

l st~bll&hing l pool of tochnlcal oxportm such . pool of oxports? (CHECK ONE) 

(spocl4!sts) wlthln oath rqlon to 
assist pro)oct nanqars tn carrylng out 

N-491 (Gb) 

thmlr Suporfund dut!as. Would you favor 1. 24.2Y- 
or oppo,. having such l pool? (CHECI( 
ONE) 
N-520 

2. 30.0 No 
(47) 

1.39.0 Strongly favor S. 18.4 Don’t knou 

2. 29.2 Favor somouhaf / 4. 18.6 DO Irot work In a region 

3. IO-2 Nolthor favor nor oppose 

b. 7.9 Oppose somowhrt 

5. 3.8 Strongly oppose 

6. 9.6 No bas!s to Judgoj don’t.knou 

TRAININO 

25. Below Is a list of tasks for the Supcrfwd program. For oath task, pleaso 
Indlcato In Column A uhothor or not you have pr!wary responsibility for tllat task. 
If you ansuer “yes” for column A, please desfgnafo in column I) Aether your training 
for this task, Including on-the-Job tra!n!ng (OJT), is at a level you feel you llcad 
to bo c&fortabIo uork!ng on this task. 

(49-60) 

1 IF COLWlN A IS “YES”. ANSNER COLUMN B-1 

REMEDIAL TASKS1 

(A) (LB 
fs your lavel of trainllrg 

Do you work for thts task more or 
on this task? less than lreodcdt 

(CHECK ONE) (CHECK ONE) 

MORE THAN ABOUT LESS TllhN 
YES NO fiEEOED RIGHT NECDCD 
(1) 12) (1) ( u 0) ____ 

a. Prellmlnary asscssncnt 
R- 455/131 

I -1 II I I -1 
126.8 171.2 11 10.7 1 62.6 1 26.7 

b. Si to Inrpoctlon N-455/ 131 I 30.1(69.9 , 1; 8.8 1 62.0 

c. RI/F9 ~=41,ty218 

d. Rrnadlal dcslgn N=440/17g 
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Survey of EPA Superfund StaPfing and 
Compensation-Current Employee?s 

(CONIIN~~D I kDM I’RLVIOUS i-AGE) 
(61-84) 

1 IF w A IS “YES=I ANSWERL’JMM El 

(A) (I) 
Is your lcvcl of tr;lllrlllg 

Do you work for this task rnor~ OP 

on this task? loss than necdod? 

(CHECK ONE) (CHCCK ONE) 

MORE THAN ADOUT LESS TIIAN 
YES NO NEEDED RIGHT NEEDED 

VS8 (1) (2) CO (2) (5) I 

g. Ramoval lnvsstlgatlonN-65,,,26 129.2 I,,., i! 3.2 ; 58.7 i 38.1 ; 

h. Removal rct!an I I I 
%.449/ 133 129.6 ;JOA ;f 3.8 1 53.4 1 42.9 I 

1. O;-~~;n;4;onItorIng and ovcrslght I I I - I33.0 167.0 1: 3.4 1 51.4 , 45.2 

IJJjllR lA;1(;s8 

J. Contrasts mallagcmont 
N-4641302 

I I 
,M.IJ ;M.I If 6.3 l 55.3 I , 38.4 

k. IdPntificatlon of PRP 
N-4381 189 I , 43.6 --- 156.4 ;I z-1 I I , 60.8 37.0 

1. Oversight of PRP 
N-442/197 I - ,a5.2 ;54.8 I 4.1 58.9 37.1 ; , ; 

II . Nogotlatio~~r/s~ttlomc~~t5 
N-4421237 

I 
(54.1 

I 
,45.9 

1; 
5.1 

; 53.6 141.4 -1 

n. Admla1lbtratlv.a orders 
N-440/200 

I 
47.5 

152.5 1; 
5.3 61.1 33.7 

I ’ I 
0. logal casm dwolopmont Nn439,,97 I 44.9 ‘55.1 ; 

r. cost r-o”=Y *-431,173 !40.6 i59.4 ! 

I 4.1 I ’ I 50.3 45.7 ~1 
-I 

3.5 

I 4.8.0 

i *.d 
69.6 59.2 

G- 
I 

/ I 2.4 I , I 37.9 20.0 

I 
you need addi t Ional training. 

ts5> 
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Compensation-Current Employees 

27. Plmam glum the number of COUPI~I 
and numbor of clemr day= for the EPA 
training COUI’M~ you attended in FY 1985 
and FY 1966 that uars related to your 
dutiam In the SuporTund program. (ROUND 
CLASS DAYS TO NEAREST WHOLE NUMBER) 

(87-92) 

NUHlER OF WIBER OF 

FYlbCOctobor 1911 - 
Smptmber 1986 1 

28 rn Now, please assems tho overall 
usefulness of thm EPA sponsored coursmm 
that you reported In tha prov\oum 
quortlon. How satlsflod or dissatisfied 
arm you with those courses for !mprovlng 
your performencr of Superfund tasks? 
(CHECK ONE, 

N-47s (99) 

1. 8.4 Very satisflod 

2.49.5 Cmorally satlsfled 

J. 14.9 floither satisflcd 
nor dlssatlsflcd 

A. 13.5 Ceneraily dissatisflod 

5. 3.6 Very dlssatisfled 

6.10.1 No basis to Judge 

NOT NO DASIS 
lRU@ TO JUDGE 

VERY SOHEIW 
iRUE TRUE 

-.-ul-- 12) -LLL!iL, 
Budget rostrictlons kcop mo from taklnq I II 

20.4 , 35.8 36.2 IE-I 
b. My work load tr too heavy to allow mo tluo 

ta tab FPU~PCS. N-501 
20.9 11 2.2 I 

10 
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Compenmation-Gnrrent Employem 

BACKOROUND 

so. DO you ourrmtly work at EPA 
haadquwtwa or In an EPA regfon? 
(CtlECK ONE) 

N,-526 
1. 16.3 Ho~dquartors 

2. 75.IRo9lon 

S. 8.6 Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

(12) 

Jl. P?~asa check the catrgory that best 
dascribcts your currant role or function 
In the Suparfund program. (CHECK ONE) 

N-521 (13-14) 

1. 24 .O RcredIal/r~~forccmrnt 
projlxt lnallagor 

2. 12~9lIranch, section, or unit chief 

J. 9.2 O11-sccno coordinator 

4. l.2He.lth specialist 

5. l I .5 legal counsl?lh.pccfrl~st 

6. 2.7Sito InvestIgatlon offlcor 

1. 2.7Publlc aCf~(rs/conmul~lcatIol~a 
spcc1a115.t 

If. ltj.~Othor (ricA5E srcisry) 

u (l-4) 
3 (5) 

~8954~ (6-11) 

SL. Arm you currently In l suporvtoory 
or nonsupervtsory posltton? (CHECK ONE) 

N-526 (15) 

1. 20,8Suporvl=ory -- liou many pcopla 
rayort dlroctly 

Range-l-60 to yout 

Meawll.41 (16-20) 
Mcdiaw9 

-- pcoplo 

2. 79.2Nonsuparvlsory 

JS. Ilhlch of the folloulng~academlo 
araas of study, if any, describe your 
sclcntiflc background. CCHECK ALL THAT 

ArPLY) 
(21-27) 

1. 5.1 Toxicology 

2.15.3 Ccology 

J. IO.8 Hydrology 

Q. 13.7 Geology 

5.)lm6 Chemistry 

6.40.7 Otller sc1cnca specialty 
(PLEASE SPECIfYB 

7 24’9 NO SCICNCE SPECIALTY . 

a 
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Compensatfon-Curre nt Employees 

36. Hou long have you worked ln iho 
Superfund progran? (CHECK ONE) 

lb522 (321 

1. 3.1 6 month5 or loss 

2. 10.3 7 to 12 months 

J.23.4 IS to ZP mooths 

4.41-6 25 months to 9 ysars 

s.21.6 ov PP 5 par* 

40. What Is your athnlc background? 
(CHECK ONE) 

(41) 
N-5 14 

1. 88.5 I4lrl tm 

2. 5.6 Dlrck 

II. 2. I Htspalrlo 

9. 0.0 American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

5. 2n7 Asian 

6. 1-O Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

41. Thank you for your help. PIQJM 
add airy comments you wlslr In tha ~Paco 
below- Ns526 
66.5 - No r.ommenta 

CGi!) 

33.5 - Conmentr 

39. Iffd !I your soxl rCHECK ONEJ 
N-515 (40) 

l-33.0 famrl~ 

2.67.0 nala 

12 
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y of Former Superfund Employees 

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
SURVEY OF FORMER SUPERFUND EMPLOYEES 

INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Congress roqulros that the Gon- 
m-al Accounting Otflcm (GAG) ravleu 
onployoe turnover In tho Envlronmental 
Protection Agency’s Superfund program 
and tha extent to wh!ch employaos loft 
to tska Jqbs for bettor pay and 
boneflts. As l former Superfund 
smployoe, we’d like to find out your 
rsrsons for leaving the Suparfund pro- 
gram, th= type of work you subsequently 
took, and what might have boon done dif- 
fsrantly to oncourago you to stay. Be- 
cam wo want yaw candld opinlans, all 
responses are confldantlal. Your 
answers will nevrar be reported In any 
way that could ldentlfy you personally. 

(l-4) 
1 (5) 

969541 (6-l t 3 

1. Did you leave tho Superfund program 
to take another Job, either at EPA or 
elsewhere? (CHECK ONE) 

1. 100 Yes -- SKIP TO QUESTION S 

3. 0 No -- GO TO NEXT ‘?UESTION 

2. If you did not loavo to take alother 
Job, then why did you leave the 
Superfund Program? (CHECK ONE) 

(13) 

WP nood your response to represent 
formor amployeer of tho Superfund pro- 
qran. Wo hopa you can tako a few 
minutes to fill out this quastionnaira 
and roturn It In tho enclosed postago- 
paid anvalop.. Your help is greatly 
approclated. 

1. I 1 Retired 

2. t I Fired 

3. C I Medical reasws 

4. C 1 Returned to school 

Your rosponsa within two weeks will help 
us avoid costly follow-up mailings. 
Please call Tom Storm collect at (202) 
J82-‘iJ26 if you have any questions about 
this survey. If tho return onvalopo is 
mlsplacod. ploasi send your completed 
questlonnalrm toI 

Fir. Tom Storm 
U.S. General Accountlllg Offlco 
441 G Street NW, Room 4476 
Washlngton, DC 20548 

Thank you for your halp. 

1 

5. I I Didn’t leave, 
still work for Superfund 

6. I I Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

1 STOP HERE since you did nd leave 1 
1 Superfund In order to take alrother 1 
I Job. Please return the question- 1 
I nairo !n the envelope provldcd. 
I Thank vov. -I 
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Survey of Former Supexfimd Employees 

1. &at ~a. thm month and year that YOU 
loft Superfund? (ONE TWO-DIOIT 
EPUXVALENT. JANUARY=Dl, ETC.) 

n-111 
(14-17) 

-ITWD DIGITS) -(TWO DIGITS) 
~tlONTli) (YEAR) 

*. After litavlng ttia Superfund Program, 
uhora dtd you uork next? (CHECK ONE) 

N-116 
(161 

f.t#h.tJPrlvah rostoc 

2. 7.8 Statallocal govornmcant 

J. 1.7 Acadomlr 

4. 7.8Anothw Codoral agency 

5.31.9 Another offtco or program araa 
uithln EPA 

6. 6.GOthar (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

I In Questlolrr 5-9, pleas0 rafor I 
1 to tha Job you took lmmodl- 

5. Old that Job Job relate to tho area 
of hazardous wasto menagomentt (CHECK 
ONE) 

N-l I6 (19) 

1.71.6 yes 

2-20.4 %I 

6. Ara yru still at tllat Job1 (CHECK 
ONE) 

N-116 (20) 

1.90.5 Yus 

2. 9.5 II0 

7. Was that Job full-tima or part-tlmo? 
(CHECK ONE1 

N-116 (21) 

l.~OO.OFull-time 

2. O.OPart-tlma 

0. DId your annual base salary 
(axcludtng avortlmo) increase, decrease, 
or remain about tha sama at that Job? 
(CHECK ONE) 

lN=fj$%ncreas~d 
(22) 

. . --GO TO NEXT 
QUESTION 

2. 30.25tayed about the same 
-- SKIP TO QUESTION 10 

J. 4.3Docreased -- SKIP TO QUESTION 10 

9. Approximately how much of a yearly 
Increase in base pay dtd you rece'lv~ at 
that Job1 (ROUND TO NEAREST THOUSAND) 

(23-24) N=76 R-l/22 Mean-7.40 Median=6 

06,000 increase In base pay 

10. Did your benefits lncreaso, 
decroaso, or stay about.tha sama at that 
JobI (CHECK ONE FOR EACH TYPE 
OF BENEFIT) czs-29) 

STAYED 
INCREASE SAME DECREASE 

(1) (2) (5) 
a. Rotlrement 

N-115 
b. Vacatton 

N-l 16 
E. Sick leave 

N-l 16 
d. Medical 

lnnuranco 

N=112 

I 20.7 I , 56.5 I , 14.0 -1 , 
I 

I 11.2 

I I 

11.2 
, s=Y-l I I I , 71.6 I 17.2 I 

I I I 
I 40.0 153.9 I 6.1 I 

1 42.9 I5,3.6 1 3.6 1 
I-- -_I +p-L--.I 

f. lllrat other bcnofits illcreased or 
dccrr.lrcdT 

NLl15 L 30) 

10.9 p crcrnt had conlr.cnts 
-^ - . 

l 
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Survey of Former SuperFund Employees 

11. Thg folloulng statements may or may not doscrlb* reason= why YOU chose to 10avo 
th. fuparfund progrw. For each statement, ploara tall us In column A how mush of a 
r..son It Y., for your deolmlon to lawa. If you check "maJot-" or "minor" reason In 
column A, plaarm tall UI In column B whether or not you would have stayed l t 
fuparfund If tha Caotor had changed to yaw srtlsfactlan. 

(31-501 

’ If “IIAJOR” or “HINORm REASON In 

(A> (I) 
Nor much dld this Nould you have stayed if this fas- 
‘actor contrIbute tor had changed poslt!vely for you1 

to your leavlngt (iHECK ONE) 
(CHECK ONE) 

DEFI- PROB- PROB- DEFI- 
MAJOR MINOR NOT A NITELY ABLY UNCER- ADLY NITELY 

REASON REASON REASON YES - YES TAIll NO NO 
(1) (2) (3) (1) (7.) (3) (4) (5) 

s. Immadlata Incroasa 1 I 
tn salary 140.0 ; 22.6 I 37.4 II 22.9 f40.0 118.6 I 11.4 I 7.1 1 

N= I15/70 1 I I I J I I 
b. Better benefita I I I I I I I I 

rretlrement, 
lnouranco, etc.1 

i 7.0 i i 
I I 

19.3 
I 

13.7 1; 13.8 

N-114129 

a. More opportunity for ’ I I 
futurm ;dv~ncsnent ’ Nm- I14 90 66.7 I 15.8 1 17.5 1; 37.8 

d. NM uork location ’ 
2, . 2 

I N-I I3/36 13.3 1 65.5 ;I 19.4 

. . Icc~~slva work load I N-114/34 19.3 I 12.3 1 68.4 1; 14.7 

f. Change to another I I I I’ 
carm.r 

’ ’ ’ N- 114119 IO.5 8.8 80.7 1; 10.5 

9* EPA roglpnal 

man4gomant I 28. I ! 19.3 I 52.6 I’ N.1’4/52 , 

h. Program guldanca from1 II 

30.8 

EPA haadquar fers I N- 1 N/43 , 19.3 1 1 , 19.3 , 61.4 ;I II.6 

1. Tmprovomont in 

phymlcrl work I II 
onv!ronmont (space, ’ 

20.2 i 
condltlon of 

16.7 i 63.2 ;I 17.5 

facilitlas, etc.1 I 

I I 

II 
N-I 14/40 I I 

J. Dosire for losr I I +----I- 
rut-of-tonn travo1 ’ 3.5 I 6.1 I 90.4 I I 30.0 

N-114flO ~l-lll~ 
(CONTIIWED ON NEXT PACE) 

24.1 124.1 ’ 27.6 
I 

--++--- 
36.7 ‘14.4 I 7.0 I 

33.3 119.4 1 22.2 

38.2 ‘2O.b ’ 23.5 

I I 

i i 21.1 36.6 21.1 

I I 

38.5 ’ 13.5 ’ 13.5 

27.9 1 32.6 I 23.3 

I 1 

~25.0 122.5 ; 30.0 

i k--L-J__ 
120.0 140.0 I 10.0 
I-.- L.--I- 
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Appmdx II 
Survey of Former Supplrfund Employees 

lCONTINUCD FROM PRCYIOUS PAOLI 
(51-64) 

1 It 'IlAJOR" or "MINOR" REASON In 
1-A. ffll out FOCI 

Hou much did this Would YOU have stayed If that faa- 
factor contrlbuto tor had changed porltlvoly for you? 
to your leaving? (CHECK ONE) 

(CHECK ONE) 

DEFI- PROB- PROD- DEFI- 

MAJOR tlINOR NOT A NITELY ABLY UNCER- ABLY NITELY 

REASON REASON REASON YES YES TAIN NO HO 

(0 (2) (5) (0 (2) (5) (4) (5) 

k. Problems with. I I I I 
lmnmdlato suporv!sor I 

1 
I I! I 

27.0 137.8; 18.9 1 10.8 
I 

I 
2, x/37 1 16.5 15.7 1 67.8 11 I 5.4 1 

I I I 
1. loo much paporuork I I I 

;+-f+--+.-L -; 

N~llSl41 1 15.8 1 21.9 1 62.3 11 12.2 126.0 141.5 I 17,l i 2.4 1 

I. Too many internal 1 II I I I I I 
and art.rnrl rsvlsus 23.5 

: 
18.3 

1 
58.3 II 9.1 140.9 129.5 115.9 I 4.5 I 

-115 I I I II I 1 I I 
n. Dlslllltrlonment uith I I 

EPA's progress In 
cleaning up ; I' 

I 
II I I I I I 

22.6 23.5 1 53.9 ;I 26.5; 32.7 128.6 1 10.2 1 2.0 f 
hazrrdoum warto I I I 

N- I15149 II -.--LLI 
o. Tm avoid wpoauro to I I I II 

hazardbus substancas 1 0.0 1 2.6 1 97.4 11 0.0; 33.3; 66.7; 0.0 ; 0.0 ; 

N-1 I>/3 I I I 
p. Poor utlllratlon of I I I e-f--++-l I 

your texhntcal sklll~( 22.8 I 26.3 I 50.9 II 30.8 140.4 119.2 I g-6 I 0.0 l 
w 2 I I I III---- 

q. Poor clmrlcalladm~n- I 
I5tratlva kupport 1 19.1 ; 

I 
21.7 ; 59.1 1; 16.3123.3f30.2 1;27.9 1 2.3 1 

I 3 I I I III-I 

P. Are thwo any other reasons you Tuft Superfund? 
N-IIS (6s) 

47.0 - Had no comments 
52.2 - Had comments 

4 
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Append& II 
Survey of Former Superfund Employees 

12. Ovwall, do you bollovo that your 16. When you last workod for Superfund, 
Suporfund work load was too much. tar did you work at EPA hosdquartors or In 
lIttIm, or about right? (CHECK ONE1 an EPA roglon? (CHECK ONE1 

(66) 
N-Ill 

(72) 
n-111 
1. II.5 Hush too much 1. 21.4 Headquartorr 

2.28~2 Too much 2. 73.5 Roglon 

5.42.7 About r!ght 5. S.lOthar (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

1.12.0 Tow llttlo 

5. 2.6 lluch too llttla 

6. 0.0 No brsts to Judge 
I?. Please check the category that !xs_t 
describes yaw role or function In tho 

IS. Nhan you loft the Superfund Superfund program. (CHECK ONE) 

program, hou Iong had you worked for the Null7 (7J-74) 

fedora1 government, Including military 
sorv!co7 (ROUND TO NEAREST YEAR1 1. 31.6,Project manager 

N-116 qngc=o-29 
(67-617 (remedial/enforcement) 

I yowr ,“:d”p,;iqg2 2. 14.5Branch, sectlcn, or ullit chlof 

3. 4.3 On-scene coordinator 

14. I&en you left Superfund, hou long 
had you uorked for EPA? (ROUND TO 4. 1.7Healtir specialist 
NEAREST YEAR) 

N-I I6 R.qc=O-2 I 
(69-70) 5. 15.4 Legal counsel/spcciallot 

5.) YQ=rS 
Mcs -5.94 
Med an P 6. I.7Sito lnvastigation officer 

7. 2.6Publl.z affaIrs/commun;catIon3 

IS. Her: long did you work for the specrallst 
Supwfund program? (CHECK ONE) 

N-116 
(70 0. 2.6Contracts administl.ator/ 

speclallst 
1. 6.9 6 ncnths or loss 

2.13.8 7 to 12 month, 

S.25.0 1S to 24 months 

4.54.3 25 ll,rlltlrs to s yaars 

9. 2.6Laboralory manayer/techniclan 

10. I. 1 Informat 1 on maliaycmcnt 
SFeCidliSt 

11. 2l.LOther (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

5 
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Survey of Former Superfund Employees 

10. tilch of the followlng acadomlo 
armam, If any, domcriba your rclontlflo 
background? (CHECK AIL THAT APPLY) 

(75-81) 
W-Ill 

1. 6.BToxlcology N-6 

2. I4.secology N-17 

3. II.IHydrology N-13 

4. 12.0Geology N-14 

S. 26.5Chemlstry N-31 

6. 4S.30th.w scl~nco specialty N-53 
(PLEASE SPECIFY) 

7. 27.4NO SCIENCE SPECIALTY ~-32 

19. Ovwrll, hoer sat!sflod or 
disratloffed were you with your posltlon 
In tho Superfund programl (CHECK ONE1 

N-117 
(821 

1. 19.7Very satisflod 

2. ~~.9Gonerally satisfied 

1. 6.8Nalther satlsflod 
nor dlssatirflod 

4. 2;.CGon~rally dtssatlrfliad 

5. 6.aVory dlssatlsfled 

6 

20. What was your grad, 1~01 and step 
when you a) began working In tha. 
Superfund program, b) loft the program, 
and c) currently. 1f rppllcebla. If 
currently worklng but not for tha 
fedora1 govornmant, please enter your 
current annual base salary. 

a) Whon you Jotnod Superfund 

Range=3-I5 (as-841 

GS grade _ 12 Median 

N=ll3 

b) When you left Superfundi 

Range=4-15 

OS grade x4 Median 

N-112 

cl Currently1 

Range=6- 15 (67-88) 
GS grade 13 Median 

N=43 
OR 

Range=$ll,000-$90,000 
(89-91) 

Salary: 0 45,500 per yaw- 

N=7QR 

If not currently employode pleaso 
check this box1 (92) 

N-5 

21 What Is your saxt 

N=ll6 
(9s) 

1. 72.4naio 

2. 27.6femalo 
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Appemdix II 
Survey of Former Superfund Employees 

22. What lm your othnlc background? 
(CHECK ONE).  

(941 

35 ~a,t. 

25. In what ymr wwo you bornt 
(95-90 

N-Ill 

(9 52 Medimo 

2. 6.0 o~ack 

I. l-7 Hlspanle 

24. Thank you for your help. If you 
have any other comments, please write 
thorn In the space bolou. 

(971 

4. O.OAmorlcan Indlrn/ 
Alaskan Natlvo 

5. I-7Aslan 

6. 0.0 Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 

7 

50.9 - Had no comment8 
49. I - Had commentm 
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‘I’ Turnoyer in State Superfimd Programs 

In 7 of the 12 states we contacted, state officials said that they had a 
problem with employee turnover. Pay was seen as an important factor 
in employee decisions to leave but other factors? such as better fringe 
benefits, promotion opportunities, and job security, also were important. 
Turnover also caused delays in carrying out the state’s Superfund pro- 
gram, including the state’s participation in the federal Superfund 
program. 

States in which officials saw a turnover problem included California, 
Florida, Illinois, Indiana, New Jersey, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. It was 
not, howevTer, considered a problem in Massachusetts, Michigan, Minne- 
sota, New York. and Wisconsin. 

Table III.1 shows the quit rates for fiscal years 1985 and 1986 for 10 of 
the 12 states we contacted. We were not able to obtain all the data 
needed to compute these rates for either California or New York. The 
data are presented for information purposes only. Comparisons should 
not be made between states, as we were not able to obtain consistent 
data for all the states. For example, some states were able to provide 
data specifically for their Superfund program, whereas the data for 
New Jersey are for the state’s entire hazardous waste management pro- 
gram. Ot,her inconsistencies may also exist. 

Table 1(11.1: Quit Rates for Hazardour 
Wart@ 

/ 
Superfund Activlth for Selected 

states state 
Quit rates for fiscal year 

1985 1986 
Florlda 30.5 13 1 -___ __--__ __- __- 
lllmols -37 1.8 -- 
lndlana 1000 12.5 
Massachusetts 256 16.5 _- 
Michigan 1.9 1.5 b 

-- 
Minnesota 6.0 5.1 
New Jersey 8.8 6.4 
bhlo 

-- ~__ -~-_ - 
17.5 24.6 

Pennsylvania a 91 
__- Wisconsin 0.0 0.0 

‘Not avallable 

According to the data provided by those state officials reporting turn- 
over to be a problem, about half of the employees who left in fiscal 
years 1985 and 1986 did so to take jobs in the private sector. These state 
officials generally cited many of the same factors rated by former EPA 
employees as reasons for leaving the Superfund program (see ch. 3) 
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Appendix III 
Turnover In State Superfhd Programs 

, . 

with pay increases and promotion opportunities being the two most fre- 
quently mentioned. 

Below are some examples of the comments we obtained from state offi- 
cials reporting a turnover problem, including the impact this turnover 
has had on states’ Superfund activities. 

An Indiana official attributed turnover there to the low salaries and 
stated that turnover delays ongoing projects and impairs the state’s abil- 
ity to fully respond to its own and EPA'S projects. 

An Ohio state official said that turnover caused delays because of the 
down time associated with vacant positions, recruiting, and training. 

In Illinois, a state official considered the state to be a training ground for 
EPA'S Chicago Regional Office. 

Turnover in Florida was also attributed to 1ow salaries, but a state offi- 
cial there said that pay increases for the state’s environmental employ- 
ees may soon help alleviate this problem. According to the official, 
turnover slowed the state’s program because quality was not sacrificed 
to speed up completions. Turnover also resulted in a loss of project con- 
tinuity and increased training costs. 

In New Jersey, a state official told us that the state’s Superfund pro- 
gram had lost 5 to 6 professionals t,o contractors just since SAIW was 
authorized, and that Superfund turnover was presently 15 percent- 
300 percent higher than the rate for all state environmental employees. 
This official stated that turnover resulted in lower productivity until 
new employees could be trained, which takes about 2 years. b 
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Appetiix IV 

Comments From the Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Note: GAO comments 
supplenjenting those in the 

report telxt appear at the 

end of l@ appendix. 

See cotjnment 1. 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20460 

OFFICE OF 

I 1987 POLICY, PLANNING AND EVALUATION 

Mr. Hugh J. WQssinger 
SQnior Associate Director 
Resources, Community and 

Economic Development Division 
Genorral Accounting Office 
441 G  StrQQt, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dnar Mr. WQssing~rr 

I am rssponding to your LQtter of July 13 transmitring 
the Ganeral Accounting Offica (GAO) draft report, "Superfund: 
ImprovQments Needed In Workforcn Management" (GAO/RCED-87-154). 
In accordance with Public Law 96-226, the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) reviQwQd and provides thQ following comments on thQ 
report. ThQ comments are dividQd in two parts: comments on t.hQ 
report's rPcommnndar.ions and comments on thQ information prQaQntQd 
in the raport. 

Commants on the recommQndations 

Thn draft rsport recommends that EPA examine rhe costs 
and benefits of using more objective tQchniquQs to determine 
staffing requirQments in the Suparfund program. EPA has alraady 
conducted a Work Force Planning Study by procuring the sQrvicQs 
of a highly rQputablQ contractor. ThQ contractor, in fulfilling 
thn statad obligations, conducted the work using accepted techniques 
and procQssQe to accomplish the study. The Office of Solid 
Wastn and Emergency RQspOnSQ (OSWER) did not request the contracror 
to use additional forecasting techniques when conducting rhe 
study because such tQchniquQs must be project specific and arQ 
difficult to devslop whQn applind to a newly rQauthorized program 
that has yQt to be implQmQntsd. 

ThQ sncond recommendation in the draft raport concQrns 
thQ use of productivir-y mQasures to gauge the appropriateness 
of Supnrfund work forca sizQ and skill mix. EPA bslieves char 
fulfillment of this rncommendation would be impractjcal to 
carry out as each site is uniqua. Each Supsrfund cleanup sira 
has its individual characteristics that at-n not comparable to 
anothQr site?, including such facrors as geology, hydrology, 
contamlnanre, volume, and public involvemQnt. 
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Seb comment 2 

-2- 

The report's third recommendation concerns the implementation 
of plans and proposed policies for improving Superfund training. 
EPA has already recognized the need for a more formal, structured 
national Superfund training program intended to improve job 
performance. 

Efforts are currently underway LO implement recommendations 
In the GAO draft report. OSWER estabLishad the Office of Program 
Management and Technology to implement concurrently the recom- 
mendations contained in the OSWER Training Strategy and the 
Superfund Work Force Planning Study. Full implementation of the 
OSWER Training Strategy recommendations is scheduled for FY 1988 
and the recommendations in the Superfund Work Force Planning 
Study are scheduled for implementation in FY 1989. 

Comments on the reoort 

Staffing Shortages 

--Background 

The draft report states that the Super-fund program was under- 
staffed "by as much as 600 full-time employees in early 1987." 
I would like to provide some background information regarding the 
period before reauthorization, in order to provide a context for 
the changes in the program's staffing levels in FY 1986 and FY 1987. 
I would aleo like to comment on the timing of the GAO survey and 
discuss how that may have skewed some of the data relied on in 
this draft report. 

While awaiting the reauthorization of CERCLA taxing authority, 
which expired on September 30, 1985, the Administrator implemented 
the Superfund Contingency Plan effective August 14, 1985. This 
Plan was designed to conserve dwindling Superfund resources and. 
retain and protect the program's staff. The basic strategy 
underlying the Contingency Plan was to maintain emergency response 
capability, bring ongoing remedial activity underway to a logical 
stopping point, and support the contract and personnel infrastructure 
to the maximum extent practicable so that program momentum could 
be restored quickly following reauthorization. As pap-t of the 
Plan, a hiring freeze was put into effect for eight months from 
August 15, 1985 through April 1986 while the Agency awaited 
Congressional action on reauthorization. Budgeting was done on 
a month-to-month basis. 
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I Protection Agency 
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See cotiment 3. 

-3- 

Superfund Reauthorization was enacted on October 17, 1986, 
more than a year after the Contingency Plan was implemented. 
This was the time period in which GAO chose to conduct its 
survey. In early 1987, the Agency was moving away from the 
constraints of the Contingency Plan in order to regain program 
momentum. At this time the Regions were indeed understaffed due 
to the delay in reauthorization. The Agency lapsed 173 Full 
Time Equivalents (FTEs) in E'Y 1986 because of the overall 
uncertainty concerning Superfund reauthorization. 

In enticipation of the large workload and hiring increase 
that was facing EPA, the Agency initiated the Superfund Work Force 
Planning Project in November 1965. The project produced a Phase II 
Report in June 1986 which identified the skills Super-fund employees 
would need. Subsequently, the Superfund Recruitment Task Force 
was established in October 1986. The Task Force, lead by the 
Personnel Management Division, marshalled Headquarters and Regional 
expertise to develop a strategy to hire the additional 600 FTbs 
provided in FY 1987 and 300 FTEs in FY 1988. The objective was 
to identify qualified and skilled people and assist EPA managers 
in hiring and retaining them. The first major initiative of the 
Task Force was to encourage the Superfund program managers to 
begin hiring up to their FY 1986 ceiling, which, due to the 
uncertainity of reauthorization and the hiring freeze, had not 
been done. The Task Force did this in order to assist the Agency 
in gaining momentum after a period of inactivity and increase 
our ability to absorb 9OU Superfund workyears over a two year 
period. 

Development of the FY 1967-1988 Superfund budgets occurred 
between October 1986 and January 1987, with submission to the 
Office of Management and Budget in early December 1986. By 
January, tha Agency had done a thorough review to evaluate the 
likely impacts that the new SAkA amendments would have on our 
program priorities and planned workload. 

In February 1987 the Regions received their Superfund work- 
year ceilings for FY 1487. The GAO final report should rbote that 
the Agency prepared budget and workforce estimates for FY 1987 
and 1988 in less than half the usual time allotted for budget 
formulation and preparation. 

--FY 1987 Positions Going Unfilled 

The GAO draft report states that "EPA expects that a con- 
sidarable number of its full-time positions will go unused 
during FY 1987". GAO states that 773 FTE positions were 
unfilled at the beginning of FY 1987. This figure was derived 
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S& comment 4 

Seb comment 5 

Se; comment 6. 

Sed comment 7 

-4- 

by subtracting the number of superfund FTEs used in FY 1966 
(1643 FTEs out of a ceiling of l&16) from the ceiling appropriated 
to EPA for FY 1987 (2416 E'Tts). GAO stated that EPA would use 
only 300 FThe out of the 733 FTEs. In fact, accordin,g to a 
July 31, 1987 FTL Utilization report by the Comptroller of LPA, 
the Agency will use 535 FTEs out of those 773 FTEs. This would be 
235 more E'TEs than the tiA0 pro]ections. 

Furthermore, as a result of the major recruiting campaign 
conducted by headquarters and the Regions, LPA now expects to 
have 2500 Superfund employees on-board by the end of FY 1987. 
In FY 1988 if the current pace of hiring continues, the Agency 
will be ve;y close to full utilization of its request of 2716 
workyears. 

--Turnover Kates 

The draft report states that the Superfund turnover rate 
surpassed federal turnover rates in FY 1986. According to GAO, 
advancement opportunities were cited as the most significant 
reason for Superfund employees leaving the Superfund program. 
The GAO report should also cite that the delays in reauthorization 
and the consequent uncertainty regarding the future of superfund 
also affected the program's ability to retain key staff. 

The report should note that as a way to address the "advance- 
ment" issue, guidance has been issued by the Agency's personnel 
office that permits promotion for occupations such as Super-fund 
Iiegional Project Manager/On-Scene Coordinator to the GS-13 and 
14 levels in the Regions. Twenty-five such positions are currently 
in place and more are being considered. 

Staffing Skills and Training 

The GAO report needs to state that the Superfund Work Force 
Planning project was conducted in anticipation of the Superfund 
Amendments and heauthorization Act (SARA) to identify the types of 
occupations and requisite skills needed to perform bu erfund 
This point is not brought out in the report. 8 

tasks. 
The rep rt should 

also state that the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 
(OSWER) has established an implementation work group which will 
advise the Assistant Administrator for Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response of the best methods to incorporate prolect recommendations 
into existing management systems, including the identification of 
skill requirements in determining staffing requirements. 

Page 108 GAO/RCED-S&l Soperfhd Work Force lesues 



Appendix N 
Cbunents From the Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Seecom/nent 8. 

See codment 9 

See co A ment 10. 

-5- 

Earlier this year, OSWER created the Office of Program 
kanagement and Technology to implement recommendations in the 
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWEh) Traininy 
Strategy and the Superfund Work Force Planning Study. Implementation 
of these recommendations is underway. The Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response Training Strategy recommendations are scheduled 
for full implementation in FY 19b8 and the Superfund Work Force 
Planning Project recommendations are planned for full implemenation 
in FY 1989. Administrator Lee Thomas is strongly committed to the 
recommended employee training and technology transfer: in fact, 
he has established a formal Workgroup to examine training and 
technology transfer activities agencywide. Accomplishments in the 
Superfuna program based on the work group's recommendations serve 
as models for the Agency. 

The GAO report states that EPA is reviewing a project 
recommendation concerning employee retention issues which called 
for improving Superfund compensation through bonuses and added 
fringe benefits for employee retention purposes. This issue was 
related to carear enhancement strategies (i.e., employee growth) 
and was recommended by Superfund managers during EPA-conducted 
managerial interviews. The reference to bonuses pertained to 
internal awards mechanisms which would not require Office of 
Personnel Management (OPM) and OlvlB involvement. The reference 
to fringe benefits included non-monetary compensation. 

The GAO report also states that EPA information confirmed 
their findings. The Agency believes that statement should be 
re-worded to more accurately reflect the fact that our information 
was collected and submitted to GAO before the GAO study began. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft 
report. I hope that this information is helpful to your staff 
in preparation of the final report. 

i/ Acting Assistant Administrator 
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The following are GAO’S comments on the Acting Assistant Administra- 
tor’s letter dated September 1, 1987. 

GAO Comments 1. EPA’S comments on our first two recommendations and our evaluation 
of these comments are discussed in chapter 2. 

2. EPA’S comments on our third recommendation and our evaluation of 
these comments are discussed in chapter 6. 

3. This information has been incorporated to the extent appropriate in 
chapter 2. 

4. Chapter 2 has been updated to reflect the current projected utilization 
of FlXEi. 

6. This information has been incorporated into chapter 3. 

6. Chapter 3 discusses this guidance and the status of its implementation 
at the time of our field visits. This data has been updated to show that 
26 positions are currently in place. 

7. This information has been incorporated into chapter 2. 

8. This expands on EPA’S comments regarding our recommendation on 
Super-fund training and this data along with our evaluation is included 
in chapter 6. 

9. This information has been incorporated into chapters 3 and 4. 

10. The Executive Summary and chapter 6 have been revised 
accordingly. 
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Washington, DC. 
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- 

Lawrence J. Dyckman, Group Director 
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Margaret C. Eat-man, Evaluator 
Brian G. O’Malley, Computer Systems Analyst 
Fran A. Featherston, Social Science Analyst 
Michael P. Fruitman, Reports Analyst 
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Offi+e 
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